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OVERSIGHT ON 1981 WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON AGING: LOS ANGELES 



THURSDAY, JANUARY 7, 1982 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Select Committee on Aging, 
Subcommittee on Housing and Consumer Interests, 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:15 a.m., at the 
Highland Park Senior Center, 6125 North Figueroa, Los Angeles, 
Calif., Hon. Edward R. Roybal (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Member present: Representative Roybal of California. 
Staff present: Jorge Lambrinos, staiff director, and Shiela Duffy, 
-volunteer intern. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN EDWARD R. ROYBAL 

Mr. Roybal. Ladies and gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Hous- 
ing and Consumer Interests will now come to order. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I want to welcome all of you to the very 
active and very effective senior citizen's center, which serves many 
older residents of Highland Park. I want to especially thank, Ms. 
Peggy Yoshimoto, director of the center, and Mr. Pete Cotti and 
Mr. Ray Serverns, the custodians, for this help in preparing for 
this hearing. I also want to thank the Thursday Senior Citizen's 
Club for their help in providing the coffee and doughnuts. 

Most importantly, I want to thank all the seniors who make use 
of this facilitv for their cooperation and the generosity which they 
demonstrated in canceling their meeting and making it possible for 
us to hold the hearing today. 

Special thanks also must go to Mrs. Janet Levy, the State coordi- 
nator for the 1981 White House Conference, and Mr. Morris Better 
and Mr. Fernando Torres-Gil for their assistance in making the 
hearing possible. 

The purpose of this hearing is to hear testimony from delegates 
and observers who attended the recent White House Conference on 
Aging. As a member of the House Committee on Aging, and chair- 
man of the subcommittee, I am very much interested in assuring 
that the product of this conference is worthwhile and does become 
worthwhile and does in fact reflect the concerns and needs of older 
persons throughout this Nation. 

Here today are many of the California delegates and observers 
who attended the 1981 White House Conference on Aging. This 
hearing will provide them an opportunity to report back to Con- 
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gress, the same Congress which authorized and appropriated the 
funds for this national meeting. We want their personal evaluation 
of the Conference. We want to hear both the good and the bad. 

We are also interested in hearing the many recommendations 
that' the delegates made at the Conference and perhaps recommen- 
' " ' dations as to how they can be implemented because just recommen- 
dations with no effort to implement those recommendations is, in 
my opinion, si waste of time. 

So, I hope that you can also tell the committee what it is that 
the Congress of the United States can do to make possible the ob- 
jectives of the recommendations you have made. 

Now, the first witnesses this morning, in a panel of two, are Mr. 
Jerry Waldie, the Executive Director of the 1981 White House Con- 
ference on Aging during the Carter administration. Jerry Waldie 
also was a Member of the House of Representatives, my colleague. 
He did an excellent job as a Congressman. May I say no matter 
what he does, he always excels in anything that he takes part in. 

Leon Harper is the other member of the panel. He is the former 
Deputy Director of the same Conference. 

I would like to ask them to proceed in any manner which they 
may desire. First Mr. Waldie, and then Mr. Harper. 

STATEMENT OF JERRY WALDIE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 1981 
WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Mr. Waldie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I thought the best way at least that I could proceed is to attempt 
to describe the objectives that we sought in our initial planning of 
the White House Conference of 1981, and then to touch briefly 
upon how the format that we thought might attain those objectives 
was altered by the Reagan administration and the consequences of 
that alteration, as best I can determine those consequences. 

Perhaps Leon Harper, the Deputy Director when I was Director, 
who remained with the Conference beyond the time of my service, 
could fill in his personal knowledge of what changes were made. 

If I may, in February or March of this year — I was notified, by 
the way, by the administration on a Friday preceding the Monday 
inauguration of the President to vacate my office by 5 of that 
Monday afternoon, which was not any great surprise. I am not 
complaining about that. I was a Carter Presidential appointee. The 
incoming administration had every right to remove Presidential 
appointees. 

But while the matter was fresh in my mind, L was asked to write 
an article for the Sacramento Bee as to what we hoped to attain in 
that Conference and what I thought might occur in the future. 

Without intending to presume upon you, I would like to read 
what in February or March of this year I had listed as the objec- 
tives we sought as a planning process for the Conference. 

Essentially what we were trying to do — and in furtherance of 
this planning, I must say that we had the wholehearted support of 
the then President, President Carter, and, as importantly, his Cabi- 
net member, Patricia Harris, Health, Education and Welfare, who 
statutorily has the responsibility of planning White House confer- 
ences, and by a letter of delegation delegated that statutorily to me 



ERIC 



7 



3 



as Executive Director, but who personally and through her staff 
was intimately involved in all of the decisions in the initial plan- 
ning. 

The objectives we sought were, first, we wanted to devise a proc- 
ess that would involve literally hundreds of older Americans in a 
direct, substantial and directive way in the Conference. 

Second, we wanted an opportunity provided these people for a 
forcible expression and a thoughtful analysis of the issues of aging, 
by knowledgeable professional and lay experts, as well as by the 
delegates. 

Third, we wanted a format that would permit a selective and in- 
tense scrutiny of certain unique issues of aging that \yere national 
in nature, but sufficiently narrow in interest and visibility that a 
formal conference structure would minimize their importance. 

We had in that regard particular reference to the impact of 
aging issues on minority populations in America — racial minorities, 
women, geographical minorities. Then they wanted a process that 
would have in place at the conclusion of the Conference a coalition 
of interested and committed national organizations that could then 
devote their energies and resources to advocating and monitoring 
implementation of the Conference recommendations. 

Then I concluded this article with a thou^rht as to what might 
happen. I said: 

Though my role as Executive Director was terminated by the incoming Reagan 
Administration on inaugural day, I am confident the objectives we sought are still 
obtainable if the process in place is not materially altered. I am not optimistic as to 
the reaction of a conservative Administration to the concern:H of older Americans. 
Such doubts, however, only emphasize the importance of this National Conference 
on Aging and its potential to mobilize the older American constituency to advocate 
Increasing response to its real needs. 

To attain those objectives we designed a process that involved a 
lot of people early on, Mr. Chairman, in meeting and discussing the 
issues of aging at the community level. Then our hope was — and 
the process provided it— that the selection of delegates would be 
made in a nonpartisan political way. 

The delegates would all be selected by May of this year. There 
would be 2,000 delegates— 1,000 of them selected by the Governors 
of the various States, 535 by the Members of Congress, the techni- 
cal committees that were appointed would be made delegates on 
the advisory committee, and the remaining portion of that 2,000 
delegates, which would be about 250, would be appointed by the 
end of May by the Secretary. 

The purpose of reserving that many delegates out of 2,000 was to 
make certain that the grid lines of ethnic representation, minority 
representation, gender representation and age representation that 
were compelled upon the Governors in the first 1,000 delegates that 
might be altered with the appointment of the 535 congressional 
delegates, that the Secretary would have an opportunity with that 
200 and some delegates to reston. balance to those particular grid 
lines. 

We hoped by having all the delegates appointed in May, even 
though the conference was not to occur until December, to have 
those delegates ready to participate in what was then scheduled in 
our process as regional conferences, four of them throughout the 
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country, as conference delegates, the first round of consideration of 
the issues as delegates to the conference would have occurred 
throughout the country in September. 

The delegates would have had in their hands at that time all the 
output of the technical committees and all the output of the mini- 
conferences scheduled on various issues throughout the country, so 
they would have an opportunity to immerse themselves in these 
issues and be as prepared as any delegate probably would have 
been prepared in any conference that had been ever held in a na- 
tional sense. 

We also wanted the people that were appointed as delegates to 
be known to others so that they could be solicited in terms of their 
views on issues. We saw them as people that were making impor- 
tant political recommendations to the policymakers of this country, 
and therefore they ought to be accessible to the special interests of 
this country that were interested in this issue. 

Now, had that process worked, by the time those delegates ar- 
rived in Washington, D.C., they would have been functioning as 
committee members from September through December of the 
committees on which they were to serve, they would have had an 
opportunity to be exposed to the issues through the output of the 
technical committee reports, the miniconference reports, and 
through the capacity of individuals and organizations to contact 
them personally with respect to their particular points of view. 

We felt that that would prevent the Conference in any way from 
having been co-opted by a political force. We also recognized that 
because of the congressional dictate, that this Conference would be 
commenced by one administration and terminated perhaps by an- 
other, depending upon the political decision of the American 
public. 

In fact, that is what happened. It was planned by the Carter ad- 
ministra:tion and implemented in its final form by the Reagan ad- 
ministration. 

So, we have tried to put into place certain parts of this Confer- 
ence that no matter what the political inclination of the incoming 
administration was, they could not materially alter the Conference. 

Frankly, I was overoptimistic in my belief that that could be 
done. I thought because all the miniconferences were concluded 
and the technical committee deliberations were concluded before 
the change of administration, that that product would be beyond 
political alteration, that that would be independent, would reflect 
the views of the miniconference participants, would reflect the 
views of the technical committee members, and would be published 
as such and beyond the ability of an administration to alter, even 
though the views might be unsympathetic to that administration. 

Where I erred in my optimism, believing that we would have 
stymied any effort to politically alter the conclusion of this Con- 
ference, was the capacity of the administration to attack this Con- 
ference and to seek to co-opt it and prevent any independent 
expression of will. 

One way they did it, a very effective way, was they simply failed 
to provide access to the miniconference reports and the technical 
committee reports. We had budgeted for that program, was to mail 
those reports to every delegate, by May, and to circulate them 
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widely to the public at large so that the informational base upon 
which the Conference v/as to be predicated would be widely accessi- 
ble and available. 

They just simply refused to print them. To my knowledge, they 
have not circulated to the delegates any of those reports. There 
were some available in various press rooms around the Conference 
during the 4 days of the Conference— libraries, they called them — 
where delegates, if interested, could go in and ask for a copy. 

They were put out the day before the Conference, or the day of 
the Conference. So there was a concerted, obvious attempt to keep 
the delegates from being informed as to positions and policies that 
were contrary to the administration. That was one effort. 

Second, they immediately canceled the September regional hear- 
ings because the September regional hearings would have come too 
quickly for them to put their political apparatus in place, to exert 
the control over the delegates that they ultimately succeeded in 
large part in exerting at the National Conference. 

So therefore, by failing to provide literature and materials on the . 
issues to the delegates until a week or so before the December 
meeting, by failing to permit the delegates to assemble and be^n 
functioning as delegates considering the issues in September, and 
by failing to even provide a list of the delegates to the interested 
parties, they succeeded in denying to the delegates the information 
the delegates required to make the kind of impressive recommen- 
dations on policy issues that otherwise could be done. 

That was a clear, clear political decision on the administration's 
part in order to effectively mute the voice that would come out of 
this Conference. 

Then what they did, to go further, they fired all the advisory 
committee— 50 members of the advisory committee. Extraordinary 
people with national reputations. 

To my knowledge, as executive director I had a great deal to do 
with the selection process of the advisory committee. The partisan 
complexion of the advisory committee was never in question. Its ca- 
pacity in terms of its professionalism in dealing with aging issues 
was always the key consideration. 

Plus, the necessity of having on that advisory committee the grid 
lines for the entire Conference— so many females, 3o many blacks, 
so many Hispanics, so many Asians, so many natiA'e Americans, so 
many of a certain group — scrupulously adhered to so that the deci- 
sions of the advisory committee would reflect hopefully the deci- 
sions, processwise, of the ultimate Conference as it was constituted. 

The first thing the incoming administration did, having little 
sympathy with those kinds of concerns, waus to reconstitute the ad- 
visory committee in a rather deliberate and harsh manner by send- 
ing each member a letter advising them they were no longer a 
member, but urging them, if they were so inclined, to seek reap- 
pointment. 

Many of them did seek reappointment. Few of them were so 
blessed. The newly constituted advisory committee had no inten- 
tion whatsoever paid to these grid lines reflecting the diversity of 
the aging population and of the American population. That was a 
key as to what was going to happen to the rest of the Conference. 
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The other key was the Republican conservative view of this ad- 
ministration on aging issues was the hallmark of appointment to 
that advisory committee. Then the administration next, in order to 
further co-opt and prevent this Conference with coming up with 
recommendations that might be disturbing, stacked it. Instead of 
2,000 delegates, as we had planned, they ended up with a number 
considerably in excess of that. 

I don't know that anyone knows what that number is, because 
the last several weeks before the Conference they added 300 dele- 
gates, I am told. Those 300 delegates clearly were the result of a 
process that was instigated by ultimately, as it was revealed by 
hearings by your committee, a process instituted by the Republican 
National Committee at the behest of the White House where they 
did a phone survey of the attitudes of delegates that were known to 
the Executive Director of the White House Conference at that 
time, but not known to anyone else because a list was denied every- 
one else. 

At the direct orders of Secretary Schweiker, the list was given to 
the chairman of the Republican committee. They employed a 
public relations firm to do a political poll of the delegates, to ascer- 
tain attitudes. 

With that poll it is quite clear they then constituted their coni- 
mittees and to the extent that their committees could not be consti- 
tuted in a manner to assure a Republican hard-line response, they 
stacked the committees with these other appointees. 

The test was not loyalty to the issues of aging. The test was loy- 
alty to the Reagan policies. That test was passed and met on the 
issue that was the most terrifying to the administration, and that 
was social security. 

The administration knew that this Conference, or aiiy conference 
comprised honestly of aging Americans interested in aging issues, 
would be supportive of the maintenance of social security. 

The administration is not supportive of the maintenance of the 
social security system. It is supportive of a diminution of the bene- 
fits of social security and a retrenchment of the role of the Federal 
Government in maintaining the economic well-being of older 
Americans. 

It stacked the committee dealing with that issue with people that 
would reflect the President's views rather than the aging constitu- 
ency that the delegates were allegedly supposedly to represent, and 
the initial recommendation from that committee tread the White 
House line precisely and exactly. 

Thanks to the intervention of the chairman of the full committee 
of the House of Representatives, Committee on Aging, Claude 
Pepper, that was somewhat muted in its impact. Other committees * 
came out with a more clear reflection of the actual view of the el- 
derly in this country on the social security system than the admin- 
istration wanted. 

I have gone on too long. I want to only conclude with this sugges- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, that the efforts of the administration I think 
were dictated out of fear, the fear that they expressed the most, 
that they seemed to be experiencing the most, was that an untram- 
meled expression of opinion by older Americans would be contrary 
to what this administration desires to do to older Americans. 
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So, a political attempt to destroy the independence of the confer- 
ence was clumsily attempted. They succeeded to a degree only by 
their failure to provide the information that the delegates were en- 
titled to. 

They succeeded to a degree with their efforts to stack the mem- 
bership of the delegation, but I think they probably failed in that 
the press fortunately became very much alert to what was happen- 
ing, your committee became very much alert to what was happen- 
ing, and the exposure of the clumsy political attempts of the White 
House I think probably enhanced the capacity of this conference to 
have some meaningful impact upon the policies of aging. 

The literature of the conference is still available. The literature 
of the early days of the conference when the literature had some 
meaning is still available. The authority to print that literature 
rests with this administration through the Conference. 

It would be my suggestion, Mr. Chairman, that you entertain at 
least an idea of seeking out thsut literature, the report of the mini- 
conferences and the reports of the technical committees, all of 
which were submitted and approved prior to the Reagan adminis- 
tration taking office, none of which have been distributed. 

The distribution of those reports, it would occur to me, could be 
arranged through other sources than the White House Conference 
on Aging because they will not be distributed or printed through 
this present conference. 

That would be I think a major contribution toward a considera- 
tion of the issues that the conference was denied the opportunity to 
fully consider. It would be of benefit I think to many people. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mr. Waldie. 

Mr. Harper, will you proceed? Upon conclusion of your state- 
ment, we will have some questions. 

STATEMENT OF LEON HARPER, EX-DEPUTY EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, 1981 WHITE HOUSE CONFEF'^NCE ON AGING 

Mr. Harper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Waldie did an outstanding job of defining the conference 
process and the way it was designed to approach and to facilitate 
the views of older persons. I won^t go into that. I would like to start 
at the point where Mr. Waldie left off. 

Briefly, I would like to say I am Leon Harper and that I was 
brought on by Congressman Waldie as Executive Director because 
of my involvement in the aging field and my ability to do work 
with and use the people within the field of aging to help facilitate 
this process and keep it a true process. 

This I did. I was involved with it. I worked with State coordina- 
tors and the aging network as a whole. 

As the administration changed, one of the persons who was ap- 
pointed the transition team leader for the administration was a 
person named Dave Rust, who was a part of the network and had a 
sense of what the network was all about and wanted to work with 
and continue the process. 

As part of the official conclusion of the transition team, he con- 
cluded that this process that was laid out by Waldie was basically a 
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good process, that the Conference was basically a bipartisan en- 
deavor, and that it was designed in such a way to afford free ex- 
pression by everybody involved. He had personally, and he recom- 
mended it continue as such, with certain minor modifications. This 
was accepted. • i_ j 

Some of the modifications made were in his estimation based on 
budgetary concerns such as there was a new thrust, and the region- 
al hearings would have cost $1 million. One of the rationales for 
cutting out the regional hearings was to save $1 million. 

One point we should be aware of. When Congressman Waldie 
was there, he had a delegation of authority that enabled him to 
move ahead and operate as the Executive Director in a manner 
which was consistent with his own conscience. 

As Mr. Rust was brought on as the new Executive Director, with 
his attitude of it being a bipartisan effort, and that the process was 
sound and would perpetuate the kinds of issues that the network 
wanted to see brought to the forefront, he did not have the authori- 
ty delegated to him that Congressman Waldie did. 

Immediately the delegation of authority was withdrawn and he 
was given a lesser delegation of authority and had to report 
through various channels that took away the authority for him to 
operate and implement the whole concern about this being a bi- 
partisan effort. 

It also became evident very quickly that the idea that he had as 
to how this should be operated was not necessarily consistent; with 
the administration's ideas. 

Some of the things that he had to do in terms of following 
through had to deal with the advisory council. That change was 
made to reflect the new administration's view toward bringing in 
private sector and broadening the base of participation so that it 
wouldn't be just the aging network. 

All of these things were thought of as compromises and things 
that were normal in a transition from a political standpoint when 
one administration is changed over and people would make some 
adjustment, make some compromise, but were not moving to a posi- 
tion of being blatantly political and partisan in an endeavor such 
as this. 

Gradually things began to change. Several things began to 
impact on the Conference. The first thing was subsequent decisions 
made by the administration after the decision by the transition 
team made and after the new Executive Director was named and 
after the Conference began to move ahead. 

These decisions were based around the budget cuts that this ad- 
ministration had implemented. It was also the block grant and the 
cuts in services that were implemented by the administration and 
the concerns and issues around social security. 

These initiatives by the administration brought about responses 
from the aging network that they began to be cognizant of immedi- 
ately. It became obvious that the responses from the senior groups 
and the aging networks throughout the country was not necessar- 
ily favorable to the initiatives of the administration. 

This began to arouse some anxiety on the part of the administra- 
tion, and this was reflected in the kind of directives given to the 
Director. 
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Another thing that impacted on the Conference was the fact that 
staff were brought in that were not aging network or eerontologi- 
cally sound staff, a staff who had no substantial grounding in ger- 
ontology. They were brought in. They were political people who 
had worked in campaigns. 

These staff began to infiltrate the conferences as they were as- * 
signed and began to impact on the Conference in such a way that 
they had a direct line to the political machinery in the White 
House, whereby Dave Rust and I had direct lines to the aging net- 
work as such. 

Those two instances began to change the nature of the Confer- 
ence and the nature of the staff that were involved. 

I remained on and was asked to remain on the Conference and 
agreed to remain on because I thought we could move ahead and 
implement the kinds of things that Congressman Waldie had ad- 
vanced. 

Dave and I both thought we could do these things. I was asked to 
continue to do the things as we were doing it. As we began to do 
this, it became more and more difficult because of the nature of the 
people that were surrounding us and the nature of the reaction to 
the administrative policies. 

We found ourselves in a constant battle, fighting to maintain the 
integrity of the Conference in a way that would enable us to ac- 
complish these goals. As spelled out by the Congressman earlier, 
the test became not a test of loyalty to the aging network and the 
issues and concerns of the senior citizens as expressed throughout 
the miniconferences, State conferences, and the community forums 
that had been held, but the test became, because of this anxiety, a 
feeling that the administration would be vulnerable to a group 
coming into Washington and unanimously disapproving of the 
issues that had been advanced by the administration. 

So the test did become one of loyalty to the administration as op- 
posed to loyalty to the aging network and the issues of the aging 
individuals. 

I am proud to say that I failed that test of loyalty to the adminis- 
tration. By attempting to maintain my loyalty to the aging net- 
work, Dave Rust and I failed that test and immediately became 
suspect of not being true implementers of the administration's pro- 
gram. 

I think that it was the fact that we were not loyal to the 
administration's concerns and anxiety as opposed to loyalty to 
trying to implement an impartial conference that got us into the 
position where it was necessary to either go the way we wanted to 
go or remove us and to implement their desires. 

I think it is a matter of history that we were both removed from 
the Conference at a crucial time so that the people could be 
brought in that could pass the loyalty test to the administration 
above other things and begin to implement the Conference in ways 
that could protect the administration from the alleged threat of the 
overwhelming attitude of the older persons being expressed in the 
Conference in such a way that would be inconsistent with the 
administration's desires, that would be against the desires of the 
administration, and not approve of the initiatives put forth by the 
administration. 
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I might add that Congressman Waldie did a good job of explain- 
ing the details of how that went about. I might support the fact, 
they did fail in attempting to totally control the Conference. 

They did arouse the interests. It awakened a sleeping giant. But 
what I am concerned about is that some people are under the im- 
pression that the aging network and the aging individuals won by 
being able to get their issues and concerns in the forefront and into 
the recommendation package. 

I would like to close by saying that there is still a war going on 
out there. That was just one battle. The issue is to not have not 
just 2,000 delegates, but not to have 32 million or a substantial por- 
tion of the older persons come out in such a way that the state- 
ments that they make are not supportive of the administration. 

This is reflected not only at the Conference, but you will find 
this whole process was reflected in the post-Conference question- 
naire that was developed. It was developed in such a way so as not 
to afford for a unanimous expression of views by the aging network 
and hy the delegates to that Conference. Even now, as you look at 
it, you will see there is no way for that to be determined. 

I think we have a series of recommendations ovt there now. It is 
like a barrel that anybody can reach into. At this point the admin- 
istration can reach in and pull out anything it feels it wants to pro- 
mote. But it also affords an opportunity for the aging network to 
begin to look in and pull out and prioritize the recommendations 
and promote what they want. 

It puts Congress in the precarious position of being able to try to 
implement legislation that reflects the interests of the aging indi- 
viduals, but also they will come head-on against the administration 
trying to implement the policies that they want to promote. 

The key to this whole thing I think is how well the aging net- 
work is able to organize itself and to express its views and to be 
supportive of the congressional activities and actions in the kind of 
legislation that is going to be submitted early on. 

So, I am encouraging this State to really get its act together and 
really try to determine what its issues and priorities are, and to be 
sure that you let Congress know what your concerns are and, if 
possible, think of joining forces with and forming coalitions with 
other States in developing regional type organizations so that the 
advocacy of the aging network can be felt. 

Without that, anything can happen. If you allow yourselves to be 
lulled to sleep, you might find in a few months when the report 
comes out and bills are being introduced, they are not the kinds of 
things you would have picked out of this series of recommendations 
to implement. There was something in there for everybody. Now it 
is the strong ones and the ones best organized that are the ones 
going to prevail in this. 

Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mr. Harper. 

Mr. Waldie, I would like to understand the process that you used 
in setting up the Conference. I want to know if it was based on the 
previous Conferences or whether it was a new concept altogether. 

Mr. Waldie. In part it was based on previous Conferences. What 
we did, we looked at the two previous Conferences, the 1961 and 
1971 Conferences, and we attempted to identify the weaknesses of 
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those prior Conferences and the strengths, to reject the weaknesses 
and enhance the strengths. 

The best answer to your question, Mr. Chairman, I think would 
be to say this was a unique new conference. It was essentially my 
idea that this- was a political exercise, that people were legislators 
in effect. 

The delegates in essence in the past came to Washington, as they 
did this time, gathered in great numbers with very little prepara- 
tion, very little opportunity to prepare, no opportunity to interre- 
late with each other until they got there, no opportunity to be 
available for consultation within the areas from which they came 
and were to represent. 

It was my view as a politician, and as a legislator, that we ought 
to devise a legislative construct for the Conference so that these 
delegates would become important people in their communities. 

The results of their participation in the Conference would be 
more of a legislative product because the recommendations would 
be essentially to go to politicians for implementation. So, it was 
new in that sense, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RoYBAL. The end result has been that the original format of 
the Conference was not put into place. 

Mr. Waldie. Well, a lot of it fortunately was put into place 
before the Reagan administration came into office. A lot of it was 
implemented. We had gotten through the local forums. We had 
gotten through all of the miniconferences, 40 of those, that may 
have been the most important part. 

Mr. RoYBAL. But the actual reports of the miniconferences were 
not made available to delegates. 

Mr. Waldie. That is right. 

Mr. RoYBAL. So there was not a complete implemention of the 
original process? 

Mr. Waldie. That is right. That was in furtherance of the admin- 
istration objective: If you can keep your delegates uninformed, un- 
organized, you control them. 

Mr. RoYBAL. The miniconferences were held. But the regional 
meetings in September, however, were canceled. That cancelation 
resulted in almost a complete disassociation of delegates. 

Mr. Waldie. That is exactly right. They never saw each other 
until they arrived in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. RoYBAL. When the Conference was held, Mr. Harper, was 
there a circulation of projects or objectives of the Conference to 
any of the delegates? 

Mr. Harper. Even up until the last few days of the Conference, 
the aging network was asking for and begging for a sense of what 
the issues were, who the people would be, what committees they 
would be on. This was withheld. 

I wasn't there at the time, but my personal opinion is it was 
withheld deliberately in keeping with the policy that we didn't 
want to give out too much information, allow the delegates an op- 
portunity to organize themselves into caucuses and so on. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I ask that question because many delegates through- 
out the country complained that there was no opportunity to find 
out what the objectives of the Conference would be, with the excep- 
tion of those objectives reached in the miniconferences. 
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I am trying to find whether the administration wanted the objec- 
tives reached by the miniconference. 

Mr. Waldie. Mr. Chairman, there was a memo submitted by 
then Executive Director Rust to Secretary Schweiker to prepare 
the Secretary for the meeting with the chairman of the National 
Republican Committee when the Secretary was going to meet with 
the chairman who wanted the list that had been denied by Rust. 

Rust has in that memo this paragraph. 

I have also attached a list of the organizations that have requested delegate lists 
to date. You will note from this list some of these groups will be organizing dele- 
gates to fight for additional spending in new programs. I have pursued a conscious 
policy of delaying for as long as possible the release of this list so as to protect the 
delegates from l^ing inundated with material from dozens of different organiza- 
tions. 

It was clearly a cohscibus policy to keep the delegates unin- 
formed. 

Mr. RoYBAL. At a hearing held in Washington, where we had tes- 
timony from Mr. Richards, the committee was told that the surveys 
that were conducted, things that were done to the Conference, were 
all done to benefit the Republican National Committee. 

So, there is admission from at least part of the administration 
this was done. I would like to find out what effect it had on the 
Conference. I think I know the effect that it had on the delegates 
as individuals. But the overall result of the Conference, how was 
that affected? There was disenchantment, no doubt, on the part of 
delegates. But we still had over 600 recommendations made. 

I would like to get behind the scenes, if I possibly can. Maybe 
you can tell me what was said by delegates, what the reaction of 
the delegates was during the Conference and how that finally af- 
fected the wording of the recommendations, 

I have read some of these recommendations, and they are not as 
strong as I would like to see them. Was there any attempt to water 
down the recommendations? These are the things that the commit- 
tee would like to find out. 

Mr. Harper. Briefly— and I know some of the delegates will go 
into this — ^just in following up on the concerns about the minicon- 
ference reports, they were read by the administration. Part of the 
reaction that was conveyed to the Conference staff was that the 
recommendations that csjne out of the State hearings in the mini- 
conference reports were not consistent with this administration's 
views, and therefore it wouldn't be to their best interests to pro- 
mote and disseminate these widely, and also to allow people to 
have them in time to begin to form caucuses to promote some of 
the issues that came out. 

So, there was a conscious decision and a strong effort designed 
and strategy designed to try to promote a different kind of a set of 
recommendations that would be more consistent with the attitudes 
of this administration. 

That is what led up to the other kinds of issues and concerns 
that will be brought out later. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Originally there were 50 advisers in place, made up 
of experts in the field. They were fired; 50 new persons were placed 
in their positions. 
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Mr. Waldie. I don't think 50 new. I think— Leon could probably 
tell you. 

Mr. Harper. Fifteen of the older members were retained. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Fifteen of the original 50 were in place. Now, can 
you give us some idea of what the qualifications were of the new 
members? Were they in general as competent as the ones that 
were fired? 

Mr. Harper. I might say that the efforts by Congressman Waldie 
were designed in such a way to bring to the forefront the foremost 
experts in the field of aging within this country regardless of their 
political affiliations. That was done, I think, and the best people 
were brought forth. 

A lot of effort was put into that. When you remove these people, 
there were not that many substantively qualified persons left to 
pull in. 

One of the strong issues of the administration was to bring in 
people who had a business and private sector orientation. So a 
strong segment of the new advisory council were picked from that 
corps of people — the business, private sector, corporate sector. 

So, you will find a strong influx of those kinds of individuals 
with no substantive aging background at all. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I asked that question because you stated in your tes- 
timony that the staff in general was not as capable as the original 
staff, it was made up primarily of political appointees. Does that 
describe pretty well the situation? 

Mr. Harper. It describes the fact that the people picked were 
people who were known to the administration and their attitudes 
and sentiments were known, and they were in agreement. 

Mr. RoYBAL. But not necessarily gerontologists and people with 
expertise in the field? 

Mr. Harper. Correct. There were some that did, but that wasn't 
a primary concern. 

Mr. RoYBAL. The committee can assume that the primary crite- 
ria in the appointment of those individuals was not necessarily 
background, but political loyalty. 

Mr. Harper. That was one of the strong considerations. The 
other one was the orientation toward the private sector and the 
corporate sector, bringing in a new dimension. Because the aging 
network as such was viewed as the enemy, quote, because of the 
analysis of the aging network's previous work in the miniconfer- 
ences and the reports, that they were.not viewed as promoting the 
kinds of ideas that the administration wanted to see. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I have many more questions to ask, but because of 
the limited time, I would like to ask just one more regarding social 
security. 

Were the recommendations made by the delegates on the matter 
of social security adequate? Could they have been stronger? What 
is your evaluation of those recommendations? 

Mr. Waldie. My own evaluation is limited by the fact that 
though I was at the Conference, I was not given any credentials to 
go into anything, so I had to stay in the hall. But I heard a lot and 
I read a lot about it, and I talked to the principles involved in it. 

I think the administration succeeded to this degree in its effort 
to mute the voice of the conference on the social security issue. It 
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muddied up that issue so badly by establishing the committee that 
handled that issue and forcing the kind of a confrontation that the 
chairman of your committee was engaging in, that the recommen- 
dation of the Conference on Social Security I think still played 
pretty much into the President's hands because the President can 
point to a number of recommendations as to the conference not 
coming out as strongly as an unfettered voice would have come out 
is my own view. '< 

Mr. Harper. I might add that that was one of the primary con- 
cerns of individuals representing the administration, was that no 
very strong, unanimous views come out of this group and that from 
the standpoint of a couple of individuals, they could say, "Mission 
accomplished. We really walloped them. We didn't allow this group 
to come in and burden this administration with recommendations 
backed up by a lot of media coverage that would embarrass the 
President and force this administration to make moves in that di- 
rection,*' 

So, I think that the recommendation that did come out were at 
best compromises that were won at great cost, with a lot of effort 
by a lot of people, just to gain those compromises. Those compro- 
mises are not necessarily fully representative of the views of the 
conference but the best that could be gotten under the circum- 
stances 

Mr. RoYBAL. May I thank you, Mr. Waldie and Mr. Harper, for 
your testimony. 

We have another panel we would like to hear from. We would 
like to have you remain, if you possibly can. There may be. some 
further questions. 

The next panel will be Janet Levy, Milton Tepper, 
Betty Kozasa, and Fernando Torres-Gil. 

Please come forward and take your seats. 

The first witness will be Mrs. Janet Levy. 

STATEMENT OF JANET LEVY, CALIFORNIA STATE DIRECTOR ON 
AGING, STATE COORDINATOR FOR 1981 WHITE HOUSE CONFER- 
ENCE ON AGING 

Mrs. Levy. Thank you, Mr. Roybal. I am Janet Levy, director of 
the California Department of Aging and State coordinator for the 
White House Conference for the Governor of California. 

I would like to first thank Congressman Roybal and his staff, 
chiefly Mr. Lambrinos, for providing our office with the total com- 
mittee breakdown of delegates. 

If it had not been for the receipt of this invaluable material, Cali- 
fornia would have been unable to plan for caucus and subcommit- 
tee meetings held during available times of the Conference. 

I think that is very, very important and should be known by all 
of us. 

I would like to just, in response, and I don't want to repeat any 
of what Mr. Harper and Congressman Waldie have reiterated, but 
I would like to supplement some of the facts, as I see them, in as- 
sessing what happened to us. 

The first regional training sessions were canceled. This was a 
real blow because we were going to be with 10 of the other Western 
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States at that time to get our act together, to really have a cooper- 
ative, collaborative effort, because in the West, we have some 
issues that are unique to this part of the country. We thought this 
was going to be an excellent opportunity. When they were can- 
celed, we then arranged, and I say, "we," it was not only the steer- 
ing committee headed up by Mr. Bodin in the northern area of the 
State, but his 11 members of the steering committee and other rep- 
resentatives, delegates and observers, who decided that we should 
have 3 regional workshops to make up for those training sessions 
that were canceled. So we immediately did that. 

The next problem we had was in trying to get the committee as- 
signments for the delegates and observers. I was told directly by 
the Office of the White House Conference that this would not be 
possible, that we would have to call each and every one of our over 
300 participants to get their committee assignment, when they re- 
ceived that committee assignment. 

I asked if that meant I had to make 300 individual telephone 
calls and they said yes. You can imagine the time and expense. If it 
had not been for receiving the material that I mentioned that Con- 
gressman Roybal's office was able to get for us — we then proceeded 
to send the entire list of delegates from the entire country out to 
each one of our participants so that they could find their own com- 
mittee assignment, which was another task that was pretty ridicu- 
lous when we figured the time, the cost, the expense that this all 
resulted in. 

You have heard already the problems that we had in gaining 
caucus and hospitality space. Throughout the early planning 
stages, we were informed by the Office of the White House Confer- 
ence that we would not go directly to hotels to get space for caucus- 
ing, that we should do it through their office. So we abided by this. 
We said, ''We will abide by the rules as you make them." 

However, about 10 days before the Conference, we were informed 
by that office that we should then go directly to the hotels. By 
then, California, being distant from where we were going to make 
the arrangements, I mentioned it was like being fed to the wolves, 
because I really felt that we were at a disadvantage. And we were. 
We were told by both the Hilton and the Sheraton, one would 
charge $100 an hour for space, the other $200 an hour. If it had not 
been for the contribution that Levi-Strauss made of $500, we would 
not have had those two caucuses. It was very, very important that 
we have them, because we did have our observers and delegates 
pretty well together. 

Unfortunately, the system for allowing people to know about 
these caucuses after we got there, the bulletin boards were not 
always able to be found, they were not always as clearly indicated. 
And so many of our participants were not present at those two 
caucuses. 

However, we did have a hospitality room. I would like to mention 
publicly here the very fine gentleman from Santa Rosa, Mr. Robert 
Kerr, contributed $2,000 for that hospitality room, which we again 
would not have been able to have. It was a place for the people who 
were staying at the other hotel, the Hilton, to get together, to rest 
a bit, to be able to have a home away from home. And so we were 
able to get through with that problem. But it could have been a 
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really grave problem for all of us had we not had these two contri- 
butions. 

The most recent thing that has happened, and I would like to 
mention this very definitely— we had some 83 delegates-at-large in 
the last 6 weeks assigned to the California delegation. I called the 
White House Conference Office and was told that we would be get- 
ting a list of those new people. We originally — when Mr. Rust was 
sciil the Executive Director — were given the names of 23 of those 
recently appointed delegates at large. 

I still to this day do not have the additional 60 names. And when 
I wrote the Executive Director of the White House Conference on 
December 8, I asked Betty Drake if she would send me this list. We 
were going to do some followup work, and we wanted to have the 
names so no one would be left out. 

She did not respond to my letter. So on December 31, I thought it 
was a good way to end the old year, I called her personally and 
spoke with her. She did not seem to be aware of my letter. She 
asked me the date I had written it. She said, 'It might be here in a 
stack of mail on my desk and will be acted upon very quickly." 

I have still to this day not heard. We still are missing the names 
of those last 60 delegates at large who will not be informed and 
will not get the mailings we have already sent out. 

During the two caucuses, the decision was made that we should 
send a duplicate copy to the office of the State department of aging 
to duplicate the list of the response, the ballot, questionnaire, call 
it what you will, they were going to be sending back to the White 
House Conference. 

We went to the additional expense of sending out a stamped, ad- 
dressed envelope that those questionnaires, the duplicates, should 
be sent to our office. Someone said, 'It sounds like you don't trust 
the Feds,'* and sOiTieone else said, ''We don't." 

I said, however, ^ve really want to get the material as quickly as 
possible because we are in the second year of a State legislature, 
and if there is any legislation that we can act upon quickly, we 
would like to know it as soon as we can. 

That is the overall reason. But perhaps it is again that we don't 
always trust the other side of the road. 

I would like to just end my few remarks at this time by saying 
that we have had such wonderful cooperation from our congres- 
sional offices. Senator Cranston's office has been extremely helpful 
to us in getting some of the information we need. We are going to 
continue to follow up. 

We will be having area meetings with our people who will be 
representing the areas of the State that were delegates and observ- 
ers as well. We know we have not lost the war. Maybe we have lost 
a battle or two, but not the war. 

[The prepared statement of Janet Levy follows:] 

Prepared Statement op Janet J. Levy, Director, California Department op 



I am Janet J. Levy, director of the California Department of Aging and State 
White House Conference on Aging coordinator for the Governor. Before giving my 
responses to the conference in general, I would like to thank Congressman Roybal 
and his staff, chiefly Jorge Lambrinos, for providing my office with a copy of the 
total original committee breakdown for delegates. If it had not been for the receipt 
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of this invaluable material, California would have been unable to plan for caucus 
and subcommittee meetings which were held during the available times at the con- 
ference. 

In spite of the varied and often negative press, some excellent things have come 
out of the 1981 White House Conference on Aging, in my observation as the coordi- 
nator for the California delegation. As most of you know, ten Western States drew 
together in the formation of a western caucus which was originally held in bcotts- 
dale, Ariz., during September, That two-day meeting was followed by another meet- 
ing which was held on Sunday morning in Washington, D.C., before the afternoon 
commencement of the formal activities of the conference. In this wa^^, the Western 
States spoke pretty much as one voice and will continue to formulate their plans for 
administrative and legislative action taking place within each individual State. 

A strong unification between States was shown through the presentation of and 
support for priority issues. This unification was evidenced through the broad visi- 
bility and recognition that older people, their needs and goals, have come into their 
own as a force which must be recognized by communities throughout the Nation. 

Success of such conferences cannot be immediately measured. Several years are 
required for changes to become effective through the legislative process. Historical 
perspective provides evidence of this. At the 1961 White House Conference the pri- 
mary issues were medicare and medicaid, the Older Americans Act, and direct fund- 
ing for housing. However, it was not until 1965 that these programs we^d imple- 
mented as a result of legislation. a • • 

The 1971 Conference generated refinements in the Older Americans Act, princi- 
pally the addition of a nutrition component which first became evident with the es- 
tablishment of nutrition sites in 1973. The Federal minimum income program, 
known as supplemental security income, became a reality in 1974. 

The 1981 Conference was significantly timely as the need to maintain and supple- 
ment existing programs has become critical because of local and Federal fiscal con- 
straints. . , J ui. J 

The results of this Conference were accomplished, without any doubt, under 
trying circumstances. California had the largest and most vocal group of delegates 
and observers— over 320 in all. This final number was up from the original 218 who 
were the representatives appointed early enough to receive training and orientation 
here in California prior to going to Washington, D.C Parliamentary procedures 
were stressed which often provided the tools necessary for Californians to make a 
strong and impressive impact in the in lividual committee meetings of which they 
were members. ^'c • > j i 

In spite of the negative publicity and distorted rumors about California s delega- 
tion, the first action taken by our caucus was to announce the intention that these 
delegates would stay at the Conference, they would not walk out. We had not trav- 
eled 3,000 miles to walk away from an opportunity to voice the recommendations 
and concerns of California's SVz million persons over 60 years of age. , . , . , 

Certainly there were problems at the Conference and they fell relatively into 
three categories: ' , , , • 

First, the format of the Conference itself. There was an almost total change in 
staff just six weeks before the Conference. This caused numerous voids. Information 
provided in a timely manner could have provided a more informed group of dele- 
gates and observers. Upon inquiring as to the availability of California's committee 
assignments, I was told by the office in Washington that the assignments would be 
given only to each individual delegate and observer. If our office required the com- 
plete list of committee assignments, we should call each one of those individuals— 
i.'nagine what a time-consuming and expensive effort it would have been to make 
over 300 calls! It was at this time that Mr. Lambrinos provided our office with the 
national listing of committee assignments for delegates, which we then mailed to 
each one of our delegates and observers for their use. 

Also, many delegates were not given their choice of committee; hence, they were 
unable to prepare themselves with the needed subject material for discussion in the 
committees. Distribution of background material was very late. The sessions them- 
selves were hampered by the tardy distribution of Conference rules which had been 
developed without participant input. What Conference rules were distributed were 
interpreted differently in each committee. For example, while all observers were to 
have had the right to speak; not all committees permitted this. 

Second, many of the delegates were unable to carry out their original plan for 
sharing rooms because of the changes made due to conimittee/hotel assignments. 
There were also many observers who had paid for meal tickets but records were un- 
available so that numbers of them did not receive appropriate refunds upon their 
request. 
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And third, lack of desirable accommodations failed to provide for an effective 
working environment. Caucus space was npt available except at the last moment 
and at a dear price of $100 to $200 an hour. No microphones were placed on the 
floor of the large conference rooms used for the plenary sessions which prevented 
delegates from effectively participating. During the last session, delegates and ob- 
servers were assigned seats by committee in direct opposition to the usual "states 
together" arrangement. However, many of the delegates of different States managed 
to sit with their "state-mates," thereby forming a strong, supportive coalition among 
those States who had planned to voice their objection to the voting routine. An in- 
teresting observation shows that California was not proportionately represented on 
the key committees such as economic well-being, implications for the economy of an 
aging population, health care and services, options for long-term care, and housing 
alternatives. On each of these major committees only 10 or 12 Californians were as- 
signed. On other committees, Californians had 20-25 delegates. 

To assure that all the valuable information which came out of the 14 committee 
hearings is made available to the California delegation, we have asked all partici- 
pants to send us a copy of their response to the White House Conference's "ballot" 
questionnaire. Our department has provided a stamped return envelope for this pur- 
pose. We hope from this, local agencies and the State legislature may take neces- 
sary action to address the recommendations made by those attending the confer- 
ence. In this way, California will continne to follow up the national Conference 
through its steering committee and total delegation activities which will be contin- 
ued under the direction of the department of aging. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mrs. Levy. 
The next witness, Mr. Milton Tepper. 

STATEMENT OF MILTON TEPPER, VICE CHAIRMAN, CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES COUNCIL ON AGING 

Mr. Tepper. Thank you. My name is Milton Tepper. I was co- 
chairman of the Los Angeles City, I^s Angeles County Regional 
Conference. I am now vice chairman of the Los Angeles Council on 
Aging of the area agency on aging. 

Mr. Chairman, I mentioned earlier that the last time we met was 
in the dark. Many of these people remember. Two years ago we 
started working diligently. I think it is important to know that 
those 4 days did not happen by themselves. 

The city and county worked together very closely. We sponsored 
over 200 community forums, ranging from 5 people to hundreds of 
people, resulting in recommendations to go forth 2 years later to 
the White Rouse Conference. 

Almost a year ago in January, in the auditorium at the Universi- 
ty of Southern California — now you remember—I was chairing, and 
you were our keynote speaker. The power was off, but I can't 
blame that on the administration. 

You set aside your prepared speech, since there was only one 
small light on the rostrum, and you said, '1 cannot read this, so I 
will rnail it out to all of you and then you can write back and tell 
me if it was a good speech.'* 

I never received my copy. Nevertheless, you came up with a very 
inspiring speech, telling us how important our work was and that 
we should go forward. Also what we were doing was necessary so 
that the Congress would know and be able to act on what the 
people really needed and wanted. 

We did go on. There was a State house conference. Mrs. Levy 
and the Governor made it possible for us to achieve something. 
There were the miniconferences. I was out of the room and this 
may not have been mentioned before. 
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At each of these conferences, we had to select the most impor- 
tant items under a particular heading, whether it was health, 
transportation, education, employment, and so forth. You did not 
include everybody's views. You voted and picked what was most 
important, and my understanding is that that is ihe way that the 
White House Conference was supposed to be. We were supposed, 
under each committee, to come up with the most important resolu- 
tions for that topic. 

Well, we went. 

Mr. Waldie mentioned committee assignments. I did not hear 
him say we did not get our committee assignments until about a 
week before we left. So it was not only that we didn't know what 
we were going to do, but w^ could not study, work, and/or consult 
in advance. 

Mr. Waldie mentioned the Technical Committee's work. That 
was a year's work that was never given to us. They aid send us a 
package of booklets on the various subjects; on all of the subjects so 
that everything was covered, because we didn't have our committee 
assignments at that time. But they didn't tell us that these were 
the reports of the Technical Committee or that they even existed. 

For me it was particularly thrilling to return to Washington. I 
was born and raised there. I had not been there in over 20 years. All of 
the delegates from California went with enthusiasm that we were 
going to accomplish something. 

Weil, shortly after we got there a few things came up. No. 1, the 
rule that you could not break down into subcommittees. And every 
committee consisted of 150 or more. I am sure other people will 
cover this later. But that prohibited us from doing anything effi- 
ciently. 

And then, the press seemed to have done a pretty good job. I am 
quoting from a letter on the stationery of the office of the Governor 
of Texas, signed by his department director of personal appoint- 
ments, to Mrs. Betty Hillman. 

Dear Betty; Here is the list of delegates to the White House Conference o. 
Aging. There are only four of them marked with an asterisk who would put loyalty 
to the President ahead of their commitment to the elderly, anH who would not take 
offense on the involvement of the Republican Party. 

When we saw that in the paper, it brought back a memory — a 
very bitter one. Growing up in Washington was a wonderful thing. 
We associated with Senators and Representatives, with their staffs, 
with the bureaucracy. We knew a great deal, more than most citi- 
zens of the country. But regarding our own problems although, we 
were allowed to talk and discuss, come election day there was no 
vote. It was a very frustrating feeling, knowing that you knew the 
answers to your problems, but could do nothing about them. 

Now it is true that we did know who made the decisions. There 
was a small group of people, the Senate District of Columbia Com- 
mittee and the House District of Columbia Committee. And it was 
rather like benevolent dictatorship or absentee ownership. "You 
can talk about your problems, but we will tell you what to do.'* 

All of a sudden this feeHng began to come back to me. We could 
talk all we want, but they are going to tell us what we are going to 
do. 
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Then, when the ballot came out, this little volume here, 668 reso- 
lutions, Mr. Harper has already commented on the fact we have 
something in there for everybody. They average, I think, 42 or so 
per committee— they didn't tell you to rate them as to which is the 
most important of the 42. 

That is not in our instructions. We are supposed to do all of this 
by January 22, by the way. So the result will be meaningless. 

I ''like" the resolution that says at the next conference 10 years 
hence we should be invited to the White House. That is very inter- 
esting, but what does it have to do with legislation? 

Another bit that the press came up with, and this is unmarked, 
is a delegate analysis. Now, in Committee No. 4, which is on well- 
ness, which is not a particularly debatable point, they show favora- 
ble 11, not favorable, 49. But, go to Committee No. 5, which had to 
do with national health insurance, favorable 94; not favorable, 32. 
We did not get a good motion on national health insurance. 

So if I have sounded less than enthusiastic so far, I don't want it 
to close that way. This is what I wrote for our local paper: 

Nevertheless, I feel that much good did come out of this conference. In addition to 
the important resolutions passed, I believe the people of this Nation became more 
knowledgeable and interested in the problems of the older adult. Most important, 
we met so many people from each of the States and territories who are knowing and 
caring individuals and who are willing to work for the benefit of the senior popula- 
tion. 

Now, with the help of Mrs. I/evy, we are starting already. If you 
will excuse me, I will make an announcement. Monday, the 11th, 
the delegates from Los Angeles City and County and the observers, 
and anybody else who cares to come, are invited to Saint Sophia's 
for a meeting regarding the resolutions, the ideas, and how we can 
proceed. 

Mrs. Levy has told us that with the help of Governor Brown the 
rest of the State is also going to continue to try to do something. 
We are not going to let it fall by the wayside. Now we need your 
help and the Members of the Congress to guide us and help us. 

We are going still further. Many of these resolutions affect this 
State. I am local caucus chairman for the city and county, Califor- 
nia State Legislature. We are meeting next Thursday, same place, 
to discuss which of those resolutions regarding State legislation are 
worthwhile, and proceed to go ahead with them. 

We trust that you, your committee and the Congress, will give us 
the leadership we need — because, bluntly, we did not feel that we 
got it from any place but Congressmen when we were in Washing- 
ton. 

There is one thing I want to mention. Even with a bitter memory 
of impotence, not being able to vote in Washington, we at least 
knew who was making the rules— the District Committee. But 
here, Mr. Waldie and Mr. Harper have hinted, we don't know who 
"they'' were, the ones who said you cannot break up into subcom- 
mittees; ''they,'' the ones who said you do not get the technical re- 
ports unless you go to the library and ask for them, et cetera. 

Many of us didn't even get the rules in our packet when we ar- 
rived. We had to wait a couple of days and ask other people where 
to get them. Who ''they'' were, we don't know. But they surely op- 
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er^ted very, very efficiently in keeping us in the dark. So nov/ I am 
back to the dark again. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mr. Tepper. 

The next witness is Mrs. Kozasa, 

STATEMENT OF BETTY KOZASA, CHAIRMAN, ASIAN PACIFIC RE- 
SOURCE CENTER ON AGING. AND CHAIRMAN, LOS ANGELES 
CITY COUNCIL ON AGING 

Mrs. KozASA. Congressman Roybal, I am Betty Kozasa. I chair 
the National Asian Pacific Resource Center on Aging. I am chair- 
man of the Los Angeles City Council on Aging, which is the adviso- 
ry body to the Los Angeles City Area Agency on Aging. 

I was a gubernatorial appointee to the White House Conference 
on Aging. 

In retrospect, as I think back on the preparations, the homework 
that we did for for the White House Conference on Aging, I think 
that generally our expectations were muted. I think that our expec- 
tations were lower than those delegates who attended the 1961 and 
1971 Conferences. 

Taking into consideration the climate of Washington at this 
time, taking into consideration the great gains that were made 
after the 1961 and 1971 White House Conferences on Aging, we 
thought if we could maintain what we had, that would be doing 
pretty well. 

During pre-Conference, people preceding me have alluded to and 
made direct comments on the lack of assignments to key issues, the 

no honoring of requests to issues that people wantfS I!he survey 

itself was disquieting, and the voting procedure was, we felt, 
unfair. 

As Milton said, we did not have the rules of the game prior to 
our leaving home. The lateness in receiving background materials; 
the changes in key staff; the appointment of additional delegates 
were troublesome. 

This is a sample of the litany of complaints I am sure you are 
going to hear throughout the day. 

I personally had difficulty. I did not receive my airline ticket or 
bus ticket. I felt thoroughly discriminated against. But I managed 
to get there, despite this great hardship. 

During the Conference—I am sure you have heard of the wonder- 
ful buffet reception the first evening. We were placed in the base- 
ment of the Sheraton Hotel. Ai^d there were 2,000 of us running 
around with 6-inch paper plates trying to get our dinner. 

Again, I felt personally discriminated against, because that night 
I almost died of ptomaine poisoning. The following morning my 
roommate said to me, "You look pretty green around the edges, I 
don't think you ought to go to the plenary session." 

I said, "I may be, but I am going to the plenary session.** 

Well, the issue I was assigned to was ''Older Americans as a Na- 
tional Resou rce.*' There were about 200 of us, I think, in each one 
of these groups. The issues were too broad. There were too many of 
us in each one of the issues to really do a good job of discussion. 
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On top of that, more than anything else I think I resented the 
imposing of inept leadership. Morris Better will confirm this, be- 
cause he and I were in the same issue. We had such thoroughly 
inept leadership. We gave this man on-the-job training. He didn t 
understand parliamentary procedure. He certainly did not under- 
stand the aging network. He didn't understand the jargon. 

Every little group has its own jargon. Lord knows, the aging net- 
work has its jargon. 

Then we had a State senator from Florida who came and he ad- 
dressed the issue of the elderly continuing their work passed retire- 
ment age, or current retirement age. And he said something about, 
''Let the elderly work, give them $2 an hour, it is better than noth- 
ing, isn't it?" Gee, that was a great setting for that particular 
issue. 

We didn't receive a printed agenda until 5 p.m. the first day. The 
leader gave us two more printed agendas the following day. He 
needeid help. And we tried to help him. 

Then the following day he realized if we continued to discuss 
each motion, each recommendation, each resolution, we would run 
out of time. So he said, "How would it be if we did away with all 
discussion and amendments and clarifying and just vote all the res- 
olutions, motions, up or down?" 

So that is the way it went. I thoroughy resented that entire exer- 
cise. 

If the White House Conference on Aging is a vehicle to unite 
older persons and service providers in advocating for individual 
and group needs and concerns, then I think the White House Con- 
ference on Aging fulfilled its role. Delegates made contacts with 
counterparts from all over the Nation and we have kept in touch 
since the Conference. 

We coalesced^ we chatted, we talked in the hallways, in hotel 
rooms, all over. And we continue to talk. 

Out of this will develop a strong national network which will ad- 
vocate for the elderly. And it will have a ripple effect. Each person 
who was a delegate or an observer has a constituency at home. 
And the network will closely watch Congress and work with Con- 
gress as allies. 

As Leon said, the administration can pull out of the hat any rec- 
ommendation that it wants to support. It can also do the opposite. 
It can torpedo a recommendation that it doesn't want to support. I 
think we, as delegates and observers, can be selective and we advo- 
cate for the recommendations that we want to see pushed through. 
And we want the help of Congress in order to do this. 

Is the White House Conference the very best mechanism to plan 
for the needs of the elderly? I thought about this a little bit. I am 
not a great thinker. I tend to be very flighty. But I have thought 
about this since I came home. 

What is the best mechanism to plan for the need of the elderly 
in this Nation? Some of the delegates said we need a White House 
Conference on Aging every 3 vears. Others have said every 5 years. 
Can we afford to spend $6 million each time and plan for it 3 years 
in advance? 

My query is: In view of dwindling resources can we realistically 
expect another White House Conference on Aging in 1991? Instead, 
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should we concentrate on a localized approach to the problems of 
the elderly, where regional conferences could be funded? 

Do we have to m^e national recommendations — when there is 
really no means for implementing some of the recommendations? 

Could there be hundreds of local policies tailored to the needs of 
the local population? 

For example, the needs and concerns of the Asian Pacific elderly 
are not really addressed outside of the west coast. New York, and 
Chicago, where there are enclaves of Asian and Pacific island peo- 
ples. People from North Carolina have said, ''What Asian and Pa- 
cific elderly?" Despite this enlightened time, 1982, there are some 
folks in this Nation who think that all Asians speak the same lan- 
guage, that there is a common language. They still think that we 
all know each other, that we all love each other. That is not so, 
just as all Europeans do not love each other. 

There is a general myth in the United States that if you speak 
French you are cultured, and if you speak Spanish you are disad- 
vantaged, but if you speak Chinese you are thoroughly impossible. 
There is that kind of attitude throughout the land. 

I am just wondering if this is the best use of our moneys. 

Could we strengthen the Administration on Aging, not let it be 
buried where it is? 

Can we strengthen the Older Americans Act? 

Can we strengthen the area agencies on aging and increase the 
funding for the Older American Volunteer programs? 

Can we empower the available national support system to pro- 
vide the bulk of services to the aging, whether it be the family, 
whether it be the neighborhood group, or an agency? Is that a 
better use of our money? 

I am doubtful at this time. 

In retrospect, I think it is good that the 2,000 delegates and the 
1,000 observers went to Washington. We came home much better 
informed. We are much more politically aware. 

Many of us came home with righteous anger. If we can translate 
that frustration and anger into action, then the White House Con- 
ference will truly have fulfilled its role. But we need the help of 
Congress to continue in advocating for the elderly. 

Thank -you. ^ 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mrs. Kozasa. 

Our next witness is Mr. Fernando Torres-Gil. 

STATEMENT OF FERNANDO TORRES-GIL, PROFESSOR OF 
GERONTOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Mr. ToRRES-GiL. Congressman Roybal, I am Fernando Torres-Gil. 
I would like to mention a few things about my experiences at the 
Conference. I was a delegate from Los Angeles County. I was on 
the Committee on the Public Sector. I was also a former member 
on the Federal Council on Aging up until 2 weeks before the Con- 
ference, which struck me as somewhat unusual to get rid of that 
whole body at that time. 

I was also a delegate to the 1971 White House Conference on 
Aging, which provides me an historical perspective. I would like to 
share a few comments regarding the conference. 
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White House Conferences on Aging are among many different 
types of White House conferences on different types of areas. But 
over the last 30 years they have become the most important and 
the most productive. The 1961 White House Conference on Aging, 
for example, indirectly resulted in the creation of medicare, the 
Older Americans Act, as well as the Administration on Aging. 

The 1971 White House Conference on Aging resulted in such pro- 
grams as title VII nutrition, which is now title III under the Older 
Americans Act. It resulted in the creation of the supplemental se- 
curity income program and the National Institute on Aging. As we 
can see, these conferences are important. 

The first two had one thing in common. Regardless of specific 
problems they may have had in the operation of those conferences, 
there was open, democratic participation. I mean democratic with a 
small **d." People had access, people could say what they wished, 
people felt they had some input in the operations of the conference. 

And even under the Nixon Administration, President Nixon was 
supportive and certainly its chairman, Arthur Fleming, was very 
supportive and flexible with any of the requests from the delegates. 

We have heard about the various problems attached to the 1981 
White House Conference on Aging, the manipulation, circumven- 
tion of the grassroots organizing which went on for up to 2 years, 
the total lack of leadership and other problems. 

The Conference, by the way, reminds me of a family reunion, 
where you attend and find that it is being run by total strangers. 
You have no input into your own family reunion, so you try to 
make the best of it and enjoy yourself. I think in many ways this 
White House Conference on Aging reflects this. 

Now we have received the ballots which, on the surface are sup- 
posed to be the official closure of this whole 3-year long process. 
We are supposed to give our final votes, our final tabulation of the 
recommendations that we support or do not support. 

Knowing a little bit about research, I can probably say that the 
ballot and the survey attached to it could not have been any worse 
than if they had been done by some child in the sixth grade. We 
don't know what to do with it. Clearly they are not going to com- 
puterize their responses or come up with any coherent set of tabu- 
lations or categorization of the responses. 

I wonder if in fact these ballots are simply going to sit in 
somebody's office. I have this feeling that the final report may re- 
flect what others feel, not necessarily what the responses are on 
these ballots. 

In spite of all these problems, I was pleased to see that the dele- 
gates or the majority of the delegates prevailed — in spite of all the 
barriers and the constraints, the majority of the delegates who 
were truly representative, having come up into the process and the 
procedures, established by the former Director, Jerome Waldie, and 
the Deputy Director, Leon Harper, were able to come up with what 
I felt were a series of significant and progressive recommendations 
which clearly represent the viewpoint of many older persons in 
this country and if taken seriously can result in meaningful pro- 
grams even in spite of the scarce resources which we are now 
facing. 
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This leads me I think to the primary focus of my testimony, and 
that has to do with the followup steps. What can we do, what can 
we recommend to insure or at least raise the probability that some- 
thing will come of this Conference— not necessarily the types of 
concrete accomplishments of the previous White House conferences 
but something that will make our time worthwhile, the $6 million 
''^' plus worthwhile, something that reflects the extraordinary energy 
that went into it. And with that, I would like to end by presenting 
a series of recommendations that I would hope will be considered. 

My first recommendation has to do with the ballot and the final 
tabulation. Janet Levy has recommended that the various State 
units on aging, the State offices throughout the country, be able to 
review the final ballots and also have their own copies. I strongly 
support that recommendation. I would hate to see some outside 
body obtain these responses, however poorly they are constructed, 
and come up with their own interpretation. 

I recommend that our California Department on Aging and other 
States units on aging receive copies for their particular States and 
the responses that are sent in. 

Second, I would recommend that all of us continue the organiz- 
ing and the tremendous unity which occurred at that Conference. 
And I am pleased to see that Mrs. Levy and the Governor's office 
are going to conduct a series of meetings to follow up with the 
work that has already been accomplished. 

Following that, I would like to recommend some type of legisla- 
tive oversight. The White House Conference on Aging is not a 
''White House'' idea. It is an idea that was put across by the Con- 
gress and instituted as part of various pieces of aging legislation, 
and therefore the Congress has every right, and this is my recom- 
mendation, to establish an oversight body, a monitoring group per- 
haps through the House Select Committee on Aging or a joint 
effort with the Senate Committee on Aging that will examine the 
followup, will conduct periodic reports on what actually happens to 
those recommendations, and will report back to the various dele- 
gates. 

I think that is our most reliable source of oversight, and I would 
encourage any type of process, whether it is a legislative commit- 
tee, a citizens advisory board or whatever. 

Within that, I would also like to recommend that the Congress 
mandate that the Federal Council on Aging, which is the key advi- 
sory body in aging, to participate in this oversight. This was initial- 
ly their charge. However, it was circumvented with the firing of 
the Federal Council on Aging members just 2 weeks prior to the 
Conference. 

Given that many of the recommendations, at least the ones I con- 
sider good, will ultimately have to be implemented through the 
various Cabinet agencies, I would also recommend that the Confer- 
ence mandate that the various Cabinet departments and Cabinet 
secretaries assign staff to review the recommendations and list 
those that fall under their jurisdiction, to determinjg which are fea- 
sible in the short run and which may be feasible in the long run, 
and that they submit a report within a certain specified time 
period, let's say as an example 90 days, to the Congress, and, for 
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example, the House Select Committee on Aging, on their review of 
those recommendations. 

I would also like to recommend a resolution that came out of my 
public sector workshop, that the Congress enact legislation by 
which a selected number of older persons participate at a national 
conference or a regional conference in 1986^ to review the actions 
taken that fulfill the resolutions of the 1981 White House Confer- 
ence on Aging. 

Finally, a few recommendations for my own State and my own 
State legislature. I think on a State level there should also be some 
type of legislative oversight. In California it could be under the 
auspices of the California Department On Aging, the specific legis- 
lative committees on aging, or perhaps a commission on aging. But 
I feel that we also should, on a State level, examine the report, de- 
termine which are particular for California, and through our own 
State level activities, insure that these recommendations do not 
disappear or that they are not ignored. 

Congressman Roybal, I thank you for the opportunity to testify. I 
will certainly lend my support to whatever activities result from 
this hearing. 

Mr. Roybal. I thank you, Mr. Torres-Gil, for your testimony, and 
the excellent recommendations you have made. Will you please tell 
the committee what your occupation is? 

Mr. Torres-Gil. I am a professor at the University of Southern 
California. I teach gerontology and public administration. 

Mr. Roybal. These are recommendations you are making as a 
gerontologist? 

Mr. Torres-Gil. Yes. And having had experience, within cabinet 
government and as an administrator. 

Mr. Roybal. I wanted to get that into the record. I wanted to be 
sure the recommendations made are coming from an individual 
with expertise in his field. One of the things you mentioned was 
the fact that the conference was a family reunion run by strangers. 
I am going to ask other delegates if they feel that is a true descrip- 
tion of the conference. 

Mrs. Levy, some of the things I have heard this morning are 
hard to believe. It is hard to believe, first of all, that the conference 
of delegates was held in the Nation's Capital and no space was pro- 
vided for caucuses. I have been going to conferences practically all 
my life. I went to conferences as a social worker, health educator. I 
went into the political arena. I never attended a conference that 
didn't provide space for a caucus. 

I want to be sure that I understand what you told me. You have 
said no space was provided by the conference for caucuses, but that 
space was available on a rental basis. 

Mrs. Levy. Exactly. 

Mr. Roybal. It was available to delegates who could afford to pay 
$100 an hour for the conference room. Is that correct? 
Mrs. Levy. Yes, or $200. 

Mr. Roybal. So the fee was an3rwhere from $100 to $200 per 
caucus room, per hour. And usually a caucus cannot be held in 1 
hour. So when the opportunity was made available for a caucus to 
be held, it was in fact held, but the delegates had to pay for it? 
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Mrs. Levy. Not only that, Mr. Roybal, but the Western Caucus, 
which met Sunday morning, the 10 Western States that had met in 
Arizona in September, we had to take up a collection and pay tor it 
right out of the attendees at that caucus. That was held over at the 
other, at the Shoreham Hotel. . r u 

Mr Roybal. Which means that senior citizens, most of whom are 
on a fixed income, went to a caucus and still had to pay tor the 
space at a cost that they could not afford. 

Mrs. Levy. Exactly. , . • ^i w f 

Mr Roybal. Another thing I cannot understand is the statement 
that i think you made with regard to the executive directors. How 
many executive directors did the Conference have outside ot Mr. 
Waldie*^ 

Mrs Levy. Mr. Rust, and the present Executive Director, Mrs. 
firake 

Mr. Roybal. In other words, in addition to Mr. Waldie there 
were two executive directors. , t i. i-i. i. n* 

Mrs Levy Yes, with almost totally new staff. I believe that Ms. 
Jo Harris and Mr. Jerome Kiefer are the only two of the onfinal- 
They are the only two original staff people left there. And the 
other thing that I did not mention was that we were in direct con- 
tact with Mashman & Associates on any of the physical kind ot ar- 
rangements and the transportation and all, and sometimes it was 
almost impossible after the departure of Mr. Rust to even make 
contact, to find out information for some of our people who wanted 
to make earlier plans, so they were going to stay over through the 
holidays at their own expense and come back. We had no coopera- 
tion in these areas at all. , u ,.,oa 

Mr. Roybal. My understanding is that the only person who was 
a carryover was Mr. Harper. 

Mrs Levy. When Mr. Harper was released from his responsibil- 
ities we happened to have a slot under the Governors appoint- 
ments for an observer, and immediately the Governor appointed 
Leon Harper as a California obsierver. Someone in California resist- 
ed this and said Mr. Harper was no longer a resident of Calitorma. 
I quickly corrected this by saying he still owns property in «-antor- 
nia, he votes in California, and he is still a Californian, and I think 

will ever be. , • i.. i. <. 4.„^^„f 

Mr Roybal. One other thing that puzzles me is that a statement 
was made that the rules dictated that no subcommittees be formed 
which meant that there was no opportunity for a small group ot 
men and women to get together to discuss a particular subject 
matter. Is that correct? , 

Mrs Levy. None whatsoever, exactly. Those that did, did it com- 
pletely on their own, in their own rooms. And this was very, very 
difficult, because the time was not really allowed to do this. 

Mr Roybal. Another puzzling thing was that there was a grad- 
ing of some kind made with regard to national health, in which 
delegates were rated as favorable and nonfavorable. Someone said 
that 94 percent were favorable and 32 percent were unfavorable in 
one particular instance. I would like to have that clarified, it 
anyone on the panel can do that for me. I would like to know how 
that came about, and what side was the favorable versus the unta- 
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vorable? Also, to whom were these people favorable, to the dele- 
gates, to Congress? 

Mr. Harper. I think I would like to answer that, and one ques- 
tion earlier, about the caucusing. When I was acting in my official 
capacity, we had negotiated with the hotel for all of the space not 
being used by the committees between 6 a.m. and 12 o'clock mid- 
night—any time they were not being used for official activities of 
the committee were available to any group to caucus. We had made 
that arrangement. I had developed a policy that had been ap- 
proved. We were ready to send out to all of the organizations 
asking them to state their interest. After I was removed there was 
another policy that said no rooms were available, the hotel didn't 
have any, and the only way to get a room was to purchase the 
time. So somebody made a conscious decision to not allow caucus- 
ing, because that would have perpetuated or given impetus to the 
desires of the delegates to get themselves together and to have 
their will prevail at the Conference. 

The second part you asked about was the favorable and unfavor- 
able. This was based on the concept that there was a strong fear if 
the 2,000 delegates came together and expressed their will, that 
they would be against the administration. So they were frantically 
seeking to find people who could reverse that in very specific com- 
mittees. They wanted to find people they could depend on to be 
supportive of the administration. 

Several efforts were made in-house. As you know, the survey was 
made to trv to get a handle on who some of the people would be 
that would be favorable, so they would know who they could 
depend on, and what committees they could put them on. 

There was another issue. The document presented to you— I am 
looking at one right now— on the last day of the Conference when 
this document came out, about 12 of us were sitting around. We no- 
ticed something^else here. It said "green (A, B, C).'* We realized 
when we compared the favorable and unfavorable individuals on 
the list to the color coding, we realized that the Conference dele- 
gates were color coded, so they know who the friends and enemies 
were by who were walking around the hallways— that green was 
less favorable, and beige was— "A" was amber and "B" was blue- 
was unfavorable. And the unfavorable leadership was yellow. And 
this was a color coding system. As we were sitting looking, compar- 
ing, people had their badges on and were shocked to realize they 
knew all along that I was a friend or enemy. 

And Dr. Fleming happened to have been in this group and he 
looked at his. And he was a less favorable one. He was shocked. He 
was blue and he reahzed he was a less favorable candidate. 

Mr. RoYBAL. What color was ''favorable**? 

Mr. Harper. Amber. 

Mr. RoYBAL. That was 94 percent? 

Mr. Harper. That depended on the committee. 

Mr. Tepper. I may have used the word "percentage." It was 94 
people, which was 51.2 percent, versus 32 people not favorable. 

Mr. RoYBAL. And that made up the national health 

Mr. Tepper. Committee No. 5. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Committee No. 5 was made up of 94 favorable and 
32 unfavorable. 
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Mr. Tepper. And 58 not identified. 
* Mr. RoYBAL. All identified by means of a color code. 
Mr. Harper. Yes. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Something was said to the effect that the expecta- 
tions of the delegates were muted and lowered. 
Ms, KozASA. Yes. 

Mr. RoYBAL. How do you feel about the future? How do you feel 
about the recommendations made? Do you feel that the expecta- 
tions of the delegates and the senior citizens of this Nation will 
continue to be muted and lowered? 

Ms. KozAsA. I think it is up to us viho were the delegates and 
observers to pick up on those recommendations that we favor and 
get the rest of the aging network to help us in seeing that Congress 
will then act on it. I don't think that my expectations were lowered 
as to the activities after the Conference. I think it was mv feeling 
prior to the Conference that we were not going to make great 
gains. 

Mr. RoYBAL. One of the purposes of this hearing is to find out 
what happened at the Conference, have it recorded, and hope that 
the record of what happened can help future conference planners 
to avoid the same mistakes. But then the main objective is to make 
recommendations to the full committee and to the Congress. For 
example, Mr. Tepper has already said that a meeting would be 
held this coming Monday, the purpose of which will be to evaluate 
and prioritize the various recommendations, and make them avail- 
able to the Congress of the United States. 

The next thing is the action that the Congress may take with 
regard to those recommendations and whatever can be done to get 
the administration to help in the implementation of the recommen- 
dations made. The latter thing may be the most difficult of all. But 
nevertheless, I think that the wishes of the delegates can well be 
expressed by having meetings not only in Los Angeles, but 
throughout the State of California and throughout the Nation. Is 
that one of the recommendations that has already been made by 
the delegates, and if so, will you tell the committee what your 
plans are with regard to a followup procedure. 

Mrs. Levy. I would like to respond to that. A strong unification 
between the States was shown through the presentation of and sup- 
port for priority issues. This unification was evidenced through the 
broad visibility and recognition that older people, their needs and 
goals have come into their own as a force which must be recognized 
by communities throughout the Nation. This was evident. And this 
was one of the reasons that we had the Western Caucus. And we 
did speak as one voice for the Western States. 

Such conferences cannot be measured immediately, as we have 
seen in the past. "^v^ 

I attended the 1961 and the 1971 Conferences. And it was almost 
5 years before the actual legislation that was recommended at 
those Conferences really was enacted and took place. But we are 
going to continue as one strong voice. I know we will. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I am glad to hear that. The committee needs a great 
deal of support. And that support has to come from the senior citi- 
zens of the United States. If the delegates were content just to visit 
Washington and then go home and forget it, then the Conference 
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was not worthwhile. A followup must take place. The Congress of 
the United States must involve itself in the implementation of rec- 
ommendations that you have made. Because if it does not, then a 
future conference in the same category would not be worthwhile. 

One more statement with regard to your position, and then we 
are going to go on to another panel. 

Mr. Harper. Just one comment in relation to the followup. You 
remember that if it took 5 years in favorable circumstances, in a 
report written by gerontologists — if it took 5 years to do it under 
favorable circumstances, don't be overoptimistic and think under 
unfavorable circumstances you are going to get anything at all, 
and especially under 5 years. If the report is going to be written by 
people not involved in the Jield of aging, not gerontologists, and 
have no interest in issues and concerns that have been expressed 
by the delegates, I think you are going to find it is going to be a 
hard way to go. 

So the extent to which you can organize yourselves at the State 
level, on a regional basis, and form coalitions with other parts of 
the country to make .your views heard and back them up with and 
support Congress will be the extent to ♦which you will get some of 
these issues implemented in legislation. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Your statement can be summarized by a statement 
made by another of the delegates who said we must translate our 
anger into action. 

All right, let's do that. After this hearing is over, we must reeval- 
uate our position. What happened at the Conference should not 
happen again. We must work together to be sure that we do in fact 
translate our anger into action. And let's try to do it in a coordi- 
nated manner. 

I thank you for your testimony. 

At this point we will recess for about 5 or 10 minutes. Then we 
will reconvene. Thank you very much. 
[Recess.] 

Mr. RoYBAL. Ladies and gentlemen, the committee will recon- 
vene. 

The committee will continue its hearing by hearing the third 
panel, made up of Janet Levy, Carmela Lacayo, Andy Gutierrez, 
and Dr. Robert Ruby. 

We will hear once again from Janet Levy, who will start out the 
discussion. Next will be Carmela Lacayo, then Andy Gutierrez, and 
then Dr. Ruby. 

STATEMENT OF JANET LEVY, CALIFORNIA STATE DIRECTOR ON 
AGING, AND STATE COORDINATOR FOR 1981 WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Mrs. Levy. I would like to start by noting one thing that I failed 
to indicate at the previous session. 

There is a very fine report titled the ''Chart Book on Aging in 
America,*' which was originally planned when Mr. Waldie was the 
Director of the Conference. Their book was supposed to have been 
included in our folders when we all got to Washington. It was not 
included in the folders. The only place that it could be found, by 
sheer accident, was in the library of each hotel. 
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It has some of the most excellent material. All participants 
should have had this about May or June. 

I received, in response to my request for 200 copies that we could 
then send out to all the leadership people in the communities, in 
the network, I received two copies. And I have been told there are 
no more available. I think this is something that we should really 
follow-up and look into. I didn't mean to start this session on a neg- 
ative note. But I did fail to do that in the last session. And I think 
it should be in the record. 

In spite of the often negative press some excellent things have 
come out of the White House Conference. I think one of them is 
that we have tied groups. States, people, together for the first time. 
We have a network that is cohesive. I think that the Western 
States, speaking as one voice, we are continuing to meet with 
people from other States. At the Western Gerontological Society we 
are planning at the end of February, early in March, at the San 
Diego meeting, ve will plan to have something on the agenda at 
that time, so we can again address the areais we are all so con- 
cerned about. 

The results of this Conference were accomplished without any 
doubt under very trying circumstances. California had the largest 
and most vocal group of delegates and observers, over 320 in all. 
This final number was increased from the original 218 who were 
the representatives who had planned to recognize their objection to 
the voting routine. We had also done a great deal, had a great deal 
of training in parliamentary procedure because we stressed thj3se 
as being very important for California to make a strong and im- 
pressive impact upon the individual committees of which they were 
members. 

In spite of the negative publicity and the distorted rumors about 
California's delegation the first action we took at our first caucus 
was to announce we would not walk out of the Conference. There 
was information to the opposite. And somehow it leaked to the 
press. And we were accused of planning to walk out. I said no way 
would we travel 3,000 miles to walk away froni an opportunity to 
voice the recommendations and concerns of California's 3.5 million 
persons over 60 years of age. 

Certainly there were problems at the Conference, and they fell 
into three categories. First the format of the Conference itself— 
with an almost total change of the staff, and this caused numerous 
problems as you have heard. I don't want to repeat what we have 
heard from different ones, but we have been aware that the dele- 
gates were also unable to carry out their original plans for sharing 
rooms because of the changes in committees. You were asked to 
put down your choice one, two, and three of the committee prefer- 
ences, and many of you did not get any of your choices. I was able 
to get my third, which v/as research, and I was one of the blue tags 
which, as you heard previously, you know what category I was in. 

The third was the lack of the desirable accommodations. And 
previously as you have already heard Congressman Roybal refer to 
the fact that when hotels have large numbers of people eating and 
sleeping and spending their money in those hotels, those hotels 
give so much space for so many rooms occupied. This is a normal 
procedure. We do it all the time within our department when we 
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have a training session. We go to the hotel that gives us the great- 
er amount of space for the sleeping accommodations we are 
renting. 

The final blow, as far as my personal feeling was, that after we 
had planned to sit as you do at State conferences, you sit with 
members of your State delegation, when I walked into that room 
on that last day, and I saw we were seated by committees, I really 
almost fainted. I could not believe this divisive thing had really 
been done. However, many of our delegates who had arrived earlier 
than I had, not only California, but New York, Pennsylvania, Ari- 
zona, some of the other States that we had been meeting with and 
getting together throughout the Conference with, they had sat to- 
gether. When we were approached by the sergeant at arms or who- 
ever the people who were the authorities at the Conference, to tell 
us that we were sitting in the wrong places, we just said there were 
no more seats in our committee space and that is where we were 
going to stay. So we did stay there. 

As most of you know while we were very gentlemanly and lady- 
like about it, we did voice our resistance to the voting procedure, 
we were heard, and I think we did it in a very dignified fashion. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Janet Levy follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Janet J. Levy, Director, California Department of 

Aging 

I cannot emphasize the appropriate timeliness of the 1981 Conference too strongly 
as many of the final resolutions are in direct conflict with current proposed budget 
cuts. The President has stated that persons should continue working until age 68, 
and yet the only remnant of an employment program is title V of the Older Ameri- 
cans Act, senior community ^service employment program, which has been threat- 
ened with total extinction. Hopefully, this will not occur as we already are hearing 
of strong Senate support for the continuation and possible expansion of this employ- 
ment program. Unless the earning ceilings are raised or totally eliminated under 
the Social Security Act, there will be little incentive for persons receiving social se- 
curity to supplement their inadequate incomes through employment. 

The propped reduction in expenditures for supportive services under title III-B of 
the Older Americans Act could well cause a shortage in transportation, information 
and referral, and other services which are the links between the needs of seniors 
and the availability of services. Without those services and programs, many older 
persons may be forced to relinquish their independent living arrangements for more 
costly and less satisfying institutional care. Serious consideration should be given to 
the resolution recommending that individuals or families be given a tax incentive 
when they are caring for elderly relatives within their own home. One of the criti- 
cal needs of low-income seniors is affordable housing, although the administration 
has recommended cuts in both rental assistance and direct loan funding for the con- 
struction of new facilities. California is currently considering the enactment of State 
housing legislation, but without the overall national support, few States will be able 
to afford what is one of the highest priorities in the long list of needed services and 
benefits for older Americans. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Miss Lacayo. 

STATEMENT OF CARMELA LACAYO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 

ASOCIACION NACIONAL PRO PERSONAS MAYORES 
Miss Lacayo. Thank you. I think it is very significant that the 
House Select Committee on Aging has played a key role in bring- 
ing to the fore all of the, should we say, concerns and interests 
with respect to this White House Conference on Aging. 
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I am Carmela Lacayo. I am executive director of the Asociacion 
Nacional Pro Personas Mayores. For the past 2 years my organization 
along with 22 other national organizations has been very intimately 
involved with the White House Conference, from the initial planning 
to the Conference itself. I was a member of the Technical Advisory 
Committee under Congressman Waldie and was a delegate to the 
Conference and along with Janet Levy and I think most of the 
Cahfornia delegation with a blue tag ended up on the Research 
Committee. 

The White House Conference experience I think I can describe 
best by saying it was sort of like being stoned to death with marsh- 
mallows. You sort of felt like you were drowning, but you didn't 
know why you were drowning. But somehow or other you were 
drowning. 

The preconference planning, begun under Jerry Waldie, from a 
minority perspective, and I must emphasize this, I think was excel- 
lent. The fact that onv organization and three other national mi- 
nority organizations were asked to convene mlniconferences on our 
respective constituencies, in our case the Hispanic elderly, brought 
into the process for the White House planning for the first time 
historically a true posture representing the concerns of low income 
and minority older Americans. And so the process wag.^begun I 
think in a very well structured and a very well-organized fashion. I 
am not being partisan when I say this. I am saying for the first 
time in my experience we were asked as an organization to fully 
participate in a process where traditionally as minorities we have 
practically had to tear the doors down. ISo Congressman Waldie 
opened the doors for the process. 

From March 1981 until the actual Conference we discovered as 
many of you discovered that there were closed doors. We were not 
able to get information. And I can go through the whole series of 
repetitious encounters, problems, concerns, lack of information, in- 
ability to get communication from those leading the Conference, 
that we all experienced. 

Our organization is also a member of the Leadership Council of 
Aging Organizations which is a coalition of 22 national aging orga- 
nizations in the United States. We sit on the Executive Committee 
of that Leadership Council. The Leadership Council in coalition 
with all of these national aging organizations have tried since Sep- 
tember of this year to get information on delegates, on hotels, on 
organizations, on agenda, on the total parameters of the Confer- 
ence, to no avail. It wasn't until inadvertently some of us began to 
get phone calls from the Republican National Committee that the 
whole thing blew up. 

It is indeed an indictment I think upon the status of older 
Americans in this country that we have allowed ourselves to be so 
politicized that it has become a Republican versus a Democratic 
issue, and the concerns of older Americans in this country are not 
partisan issues. Their concerns are people issues, issues based on 
the very premise that every citizen in this country has a right to a 
dignified old age. And I think that the intent of the majority of 
those delegates who were selected through a very democratic proc- 
ess was to really bring about their concerns. 
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It was not to attack Ronald Reagan and his administration. It 
was not to tell the President of the United States that his. budget 
cutting and his posture with respect to social service programs and 
his posture with respect to the concern of low income and poor 
older persons was not exactly as we would want it to be. That was 
not the intent. Yet we all experienced the coerciveness, the strin- 
gent restrictions, plus, and I think this is very important to note, 
Congressman, the fact that although the Conference was an ex- 
tremely expensive event, that the quality of the Conference, every- 
thing from food to the way people were treated, was very, very un- 
professional, it is again an indictment that the Government of the 
United States, who sponsored this Conference, could run such a 
shabby conference. It was indeed very sad. 

Going back to the hotel space, the Leadership Council of Aging 
Organizations, our organization, was confronted with the very 
same thing that Mrs. Levy stated. We were asked in one instance 
to pay $700 a day for caucus space for the minority delegates to 
meet. We were lucky enough to get a local church to give us the 
space for free. If we had not been able to use our resources, we 
would have been again forced to pay those large amounts of money 
for caucus space. 

The same thing happened with respect to asking for special 
events. We had asked to hold a reception honoring certain persons 
at the White House Conference on Aging. And again we were 
forced into having to pay an exorbitant amount of money. We were 
told there was no catering service available. We were given a 
whole series of barriers for us to be able to participate as ordinary 
citizens. It is very sad this process came about. 

The problem now. Congressman, is where do we go. I can reiter- 
ate and cover the many obstacles, many problems, lack of commu- 
nications, frustrations. And the Leadership Council On Aging Orga- 
nizations has gone on record both to Secretary Schweiker, to the 
President and to Congress, asking for a very, very intense investi- 
gation of the entire White House Conference. As a member of that 
leadership council I reiterate their posture. Sadly enough our last 
letters to Secretary Schweiker asking for a response to how this 
balloting process was to take place have not been responded to. We 
are kept in a total kind of cloud. 

The balloting process is now my concern, because I really feel 
that the Conference in spite of what everybody has said was a very 
effective disorganized organization. I believe in spite of the fact 
that most of these individuals who react to the fact, I even men- 
tioned Sol Alinsky, who was a very liberal sociologist and social 
worker in this century, I believe they used Sol Alinsky's tactics 
when they really had a conference based on disorganized organiza- 
tion. I think the fact none of us were given any information prior 
to arriving, the fact that when we arrived there we were waiting 
for an agenda, the fact that the committees were totally disorgan- 
ized, no agendas for the committees, all of these factors to me were 
very well planned. 

However, manv of us had missed the boat. Many of us had been 
so concerned witn the actual Conference, with the lack of logistics, 
with the disorganization, the problems we encountered in planning, 
that we have failed to really capture I think that the whole focal 
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point, and that is regardless of the 600 recommendations made at 
that Conference, regardless of the tremendous participation of all 
the delegates, regardless of the coalitions created at that Confer- 
ence that balloting process and that recap of the ballots are not in 
our hands. 

The folks that are going to recap the ballots, that arrive in HHS, 
whenever they do arrive, the folks that are going to say I voted the 
way I voted and you voted the way you voted, are individuals who, 
up to now have shown us, are not concerned with truly representa- 
tive positions. So that my concern is that the balloting process 
must be watched, it must be investigated, it must be controlled 
from forces outside of the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices for the very fact that up to now that Department has totally 
prostituted a democratic process, initiated by Congress, created by 
legislative mandate, and although it is under the title White House 
Conference it still has legislative mandate. 

And I think the fact that that balloting process is a mail process, 
the fact they allowed observers to vote, the fact that none of us 
know how the balloting is going to be weighed, what percentages 
are going to be taken into account to make a recommendation, to 
accept a recommendation, the fact that we don*t know whether an 
observer ballots are going to be counted in the same way as that 
delegate ballots. 

So my premise is that unless that balloting process is controlled 
and watched, the document that comes out of this White House 
Conference which will be a document that allows us from a policy 
perspective to plan for the next 10 years the future of older Ameri- 
cans in this country could be a very manipulated document. 

I truly believe that the older persons in this country will speak 
regardless of that document. But as we know historically that docu- 
ment has been used to promulgate and to promote and to create 
very important legislative history, which has impacted up to now 
the lives of older Americans. 

I am going to make two very brief recommendations to you. One 
recommendation is that Congress recommended that an outside, in- 
dependent review, such as the American Arbitration Society, and I 
must make a parentheses here — several of my colleagues said the 
State units on aging would be the appropriate focal point for recap- 
ping and recounting the ballots. I would agree in many instances 
the State units on aging would be the important focal point. But 
we must remember this Conference has become a very partisan 
conference and many of you saw the letter that went from the 
State of Texas, from the Governor's office, to the Republican Na- 
tional Committee, which stated that the Commission on Aging in 
the State of Texas had reviewed all of the delegates from the State 
of Texas and had marked with an asterisk for the Republican Na- 
tional Committee those delegates who would ^^sell out ' the elderly 
to support the President. And that is a matter of public record. 

I think that if we are putting these ballots into the hands of 
some States who have other interests that we will not again get an 
accurate response. 

So I would recommend that the American Arbitration Society 
with the GAO as the Government watchdog be allowed to recap 
these ballots and to bring in a panel of expert gerontologists and. 
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consumers in the field of aging to put forth the final document 
from the White House Conference on Aging. 

Second, I would recommend that Congress, specifically the House 
Select Committee on Aging, should convene a series of public hear- 
ings throughout the Nation, thus guaranteeing that the concerns 
and issues raised at the White House Conference on Aging by the 
majority of delegates are in fact the voice of older Americans, so 
that Congress itself, as the official watchdog, can in fact assure 
itself that many of those recommendations which were alleged to 
be too liberal and too expensive are in fact what the voting public, 
older pubHc of this country, would really like to see enacted. And I 
think that is the only way we can assure ourselves that in the next 
10 years this famous document can be a launching pad, can be a 
working document for policymakers, for legislators, for those of us 
in the field of aging, for older persons themselves to be assured 
that this country does give a damn about older people, that this 
country is willing to look at the reahty and the needs of older 
people, and that even if Congress has to make decisions Hke cutting 
back half a B-1 bomber to make sure that the Older Americans 
Act program is enacted for the next 5 years at full inflationary 
cost, then let it be. That Congress as our only hope for the next 3 
years can in fact decide that while we need a very strong defense, 
we also need a very strong citizenry, and that we can sacrifice part 
of our defense budget to keep Oder American Act programs, the 
Social Security Act and those things which give us our Hfestream 
for older Americans. 

So, Congressman, I thank you. I hope that the marshmallow ex- 
perience does not ever happen again. I hope that if it does happen, 
that at least we get some nuts and chocolate and a cherry on top. 

Thank you so much. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 

The next witness is Mr. Andy Gutierrez. 

STATEMENT OF ANDY GUTIERREZ, LOS ANGELES CITY AND 
COUNTY COORDINATOR FOR 1981 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
ON AGING 

Mr. Gutierrez. Thank you. Congressman. 

I am going to forgo part of my prepared remarks, because most 
of what I was going to say has already been said and I think it 
would just be repeating the litany of concerns about the White 
House Conference on Aging. 

I am the coordinator for the Los Angeles County delegation to 
the White House Conference on Aging. Prior to the White House 
Conference we held four meetings for the purpose of providing in- 
formation and orientation to the delegates and observers. 

As you know, a lot of older persons do not have the sophistica- 
tion to understand the complexities of the logistics of a conference, 
the travel, the lodging, and the meals. It created a lot of anxiety 
and stress among a lot of older persons when they were not receiv- 
ing information about travel, lodging, and meals. 

Even more serious was the lack of familiarization with the re- 
ports that came out of the miniconferences and the technical com- 
mittees. All that has been rehearsed before you. Congressman. 
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I want to share with you my own personal experience in the 
committee that I was appointed to, the Committee on Family and 
Community Support Systems. 

I want to say that it was a fair committee. I feel that the chair- 
person was very fair. I cannot understand how 5 or 6 people whom 
we identified as coadministration people could stack a committee 
of 250 persons. The discussion was open. The discussion was free. 
There were argument:?. The debate I felt was fair and equitable in 
this conimittee. 

Those of us who were representing ethnic minorities at this par- 
ticular conimittee were able to caucus and come up with a report 
that I feel is very equitable to our concerns. 

The chairman gave everyone an opportunity to express any feel- 
ings regarding this particular topic. For this reason I want to indi- 
cate to you that the report that came out of this committee is a fair 
report. ^ ' " 

I want to commend Dr. Fernando Torres-Gil's recommendations 
to you. We have this document of 600 recommendations. And I 
think it is important now that proper followup be made with these 
recommendations. 

As coordinator for the Los Angeles County delegation, I am call- 
ing a meeting of the delegates and observers from Los Angeles 
County on January 11, at Saint Sophia's Cathedral here. I have in- 
dicated in my communication to the delegation that the purpose of 
this committee is twofold. And I want you to hear this. 

The first concern is, we want to know and hear your responses, 
positive or negative, regarding the recommendations that came out 
of your particular committee or any of the committees with which 
you are knowledgeable at the White House Conference on Aging. 

Secondly, we want to discuss at this meeting all of these re- 
sponses. We want to share our knowledge. We want to enlighten 
each other and hopefully arrive at a consensus that will reflect 
that which is in the best interests of senior citizens in this country. 

I feel that there is a lot that is positive that came out of the 
White House Conference on Aging. I have read most of the reports. 
There are a lot of nuggets, a lot of positive recommendations. And I 
would hope that much of the negativism that has been expressed 
here today would not lose sight of the good things that came out of 
many of those reports. 

I have talked to many delegates and observers from Los Angeles 
County at the White House Conference and a lot of them are 
saying to me, *'My experience in my particular committee was very 
positive. Never was I inhibited, never was I deprived in being able 
to say what I wanted to say." 

Now, having said that, I want to make one recommendation to 
you. Congressman. 

If it is at all possible and within your power to request the ad- 
ministration to extend the date of the submission of the commen- 
tary on the recommendations at least 1 month, say the latter part 
of February, say February 24, in order to give delegates and observ- 
ers more time to discuss the recommendations among themselves. I 
am hoping that you can bring this about. 

Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mr. Gutierrez. 
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The next witness, coming from San Diego, is Dr. Robert Ruby. 

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT RUBY, SAN DIEGO DELEGATE, 1981 
WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Dr. Ruby. Mr. Chairman, the 1981 White House Conference on 
Aging was my second White House Conference oj^ Aging. 

I am already afraid of what might be done to" us in 1981. So I 
appreciate you having this hearing. And I am very glad to see so 
many of my colleagues and friends here, to make sure we are pre- 
pared for the next 10 years. It is sort of like urban warfare against 
those in Washington. 

There have been a lot of issues covered here. I would like to com- 
ment on some of the areas. 

One is the process prior to the White House Conference, how 
people were selected. I think it was extremely misleading. There 
was not money given to people. We started working in the spring of 
1980 at our own expense, trying to hold forums. It was our expense 
for our gas, our time. The Federal or State government did not 
have money for us. Yet they told us this is what we had to do. 

They also imposed a grid upon us. The grid was I think applica- 
ble from Washington, D.C., but not applicable as to the specific 
areas it applied to, such as San Diego County. Let me give you one 
instance. 

We had to select a poor person. So we go around and say "If you 
are a poor elderly person, please stick up your hand and volun- 
teer.** I think that is asking a little too much for people to divulge 
what their economic resources are, sort of a means test to be eligi- 
ble to go to the Conference, because you had to go to the State 
House Conference to get to the White House Conference. 

Even if you did volunteer this information that you are a poor 
elderly person, at the time there was no money, or we were not 
aware there would be money available to pay people's way and ex- 
penses to the State House Conference on Aging. So if you are a 
poor elderly person at that time and you do happen to get selected, 
you may have to pay your own way. But how will you pay your 
own way? 

So there is a lot of conflicting information given to us. But we 
had to implement this plan given to us by the State, and from 
what I am hearing this morning it was given to the State by the 
administration. That was, I believe, the Carter administration at 
that time. 

A couple of other aspects: One is in reference to the minireports, 
or these conferences they had. This is the report of the miniconfer- 
ence on the "National Dialog for the Business Sector.** I was as- 
signed to committee 12, the private sector involvement. 

When I got to the White House Conference and we met, I looked 
at the agenda which I have here, and it was older Americans as 
clients in tlje community service agencies and voluntary associ- 
ations* responsibilities and contributions of private enterprise, 
older Americans as volunteers, older Americans as consumers of 
goods and services. 

We paid for a special miniconference on the business sector. This 
information came to me 1 week prior to going to the White House 
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Conference. It was very hard to read this in reference to what was 
going to happen because I didn't have this agenda. When I got to 
the Conference they gave me this agenda. I said, why did we spend 
money for the miniconference if we were not going to utilize this 
information? The chairman of the Committee on the Private Sector 
I believe is the president of one of the large pharmaceutical corpo- 
rations. Our vice chairman was the vice president of Pacific Gas & 
Electric. 

We had a very difficult time changing this agenda. Finally we 
got it changed so the last day we talked about private pensions. Of 
course the private pension, they don't want to talk about that. 

I was very disturbed why we would spend money for a report like 
this. What disturbed me more was, I tried to go to this Conference. 
I called them. I said may I please attend that Conference at my ex- 
\ pense strictly as an observer? I was told the Conference was only 
by invitation and I wasn't invited. 

So that is how we are spending our public money for public con- 
ferences. 

Another thing some of my friends have asked me — how was my 
$6 million vacation. I would like to see some type of budget report 
as to how that $6 million was spent prior to the Conference. What 
happened to the people whose ways were paid to the miniconfer- 
ences for doing the reports, the staff? How much was spent prior to 
the actual Conference and how much was spent at the Conference? 
Because to me it was not a $6 million Conference, except for the 
delegates that had to pay their own way — I mean the observers. 

Another little thing, the PDPP formula. As we talk about the 
outcome of the White House Conference, we have not really had an 
outcome yet. We have a sheet of paper with recommendations on it 
and some votes. We don't have anything out of that Conference 
yet. Now is the toughest part. Now is the time we really have to 
begin to fight. 

I think we can thank President Reagan for stepping on our fin- 
gers because now we know how hard we do have to fight. I think 
the PDPP formula— that means programs equal dollars, dollars 
equal power, and power equals politics. If we reverse that, what I 
have seen coming out of the 1981 Conference is that seniors can be 
political and are a political force, if they organize theniselves politi- 
cally we have power, if we have power we get dollars, if we get dol- 
lars we have programs to provide food and transportation for the 
people who are in need. 

I would like to make some recommendations for the follow-up of 
the White House Conference. 

In 1971 there was a congressional report on the post-1971 White 
House Conference on Aging hearing in which they listed all the 
recommendations that have been approved and then they called in 
the administration and said, ''Which ones have you implemented, 
and why not?" And I would like to see that happen in 2 or 3 years 
down the road, to see what happened in the 1981 Conference on 
Aging. 

Also, I would like to see maybe by 1988 that we have legislation 
passed for the 1991 Conference on Aging and that we have a pre- 
liminary agenda set out for this country so we know what we are 
going to be focusing on and talking about. 
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And third, what I would like to do is, anybody planning on going 
to the 1991 Conference on Aging become extremely knowledgable 
on the issues, but also realize that it is politics and anybody we 
send back there, anybody that goes back there, it is politics, and 
without political knowledge, without an awareness of the political 
aspects of this, we will not get the programs that this country de- 
serves, those people in this country that deserve them, over age 65. 

That sort of summarizes my comments. Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. Dr. Ruby. 

I note there seems to be a slight difference of opinion with 
regard to the Conference. It has been described as a family reunion 
run by strangers. I have also been told that it was a Conference 
that made the delegates feel they were stoned to death with marsh- 
mallows. The statement I liked particularly was that we must 
translate our anger into action. These words imply there was some 
dissatisfaction with the way the Conference wais conducted. 

I also heard that something positive came out of the Conference. 
Those who were critical of the way the Conference was run also 
complimented the final outcome. In spite of all the negative things 
that took place, something positive did in fact come out of the Con- 
ference. 

The difference of opinion I think hais been expressed by Mr. Gu- 
tierrez, who said that the report wais fair. I suppose that any final 
report should have an element of fairness, it in fact people are 
given the opportunity to caucus and discuss. 

I have a question for Mr. Gutierrez. You implied that you had 
ample opportunity to caucus, a caucus room or rooms were sup- 
plied for you, and no attempt was made on the part of anyone to 
prevent the caucusing of the delegates. Is that a correct assumption 
on my part? 

Mr. Gutierrez. That is. 

I am going to divulge something that I am sure the chairperson 
of our committee would never want to divulge to the Reagan ad- 
ministration: That the chairperson in our committee did divide the 
committee into — she didn't want to say subcommittees — smaller 
groups. And these smaller groups dealt with particular conferences 
of the topic under consideration. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Where did you meet, Mr. Gutierrez? You said you 
had the ample space to meet and to discuss. 

Mr. Gutierrez. Our committee room was almost as large as this. 

Mr. RoYBAL. You had a committee room for your own commit- 
tee? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Was that also a sleeping accommodation? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Oh, no. It was a hotel conference room. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Was this conference room made available by the 
hotel did someone have to pay for it as an additional expense? 

Mr. Gutierrez. It was one of the assigned conference rooms for 
the Conference; for the committee, rather. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Your committee did have a conference room. The 
delegates that attended the Conference representing your commit- 
tee all had a conference room in which they would meet with no 
cost to them or anyone else. Now, who paid for that room? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Well, the White House Conference. 
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Mr. RoYBAL. Why was it available to you and not to others? Did 
each committee have a caucus room assigned to them? 
Mr. Gutierrez. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I would like to know if each committee had an as- 
signed caucus room similar to yours? 

Ms. Lacayo. Each committee was assigned a hotel room in which 
they met for the committee meetings. Very few of the actual com- 
mittees allowed people to come back in after the committee meet- 
ings for caucuses. That was the problem. During the actual agenda 
of the specific committee you had a room. Interestingly enough, 
however, there were different rooms, different sizes for different 
groups. Some of us were packed into rooms like sausages. Others 
had ample room. It is a tremendous discrepancy here on that whole 
process. 

The problem of caucus rooms, there were no caucus rooms avail- 
able for any group after the actual committee meetings. If you 
wanted a caucus room you had to pay for it. 

Mr. Roybal. Mr. Gutierrez, do you agree with that statement? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Yes. But I want you to understand that the 
chairperson of our committee divided the whole committee into 
smaller groups. If you want to define these as caucuses, let it be; 
well, subcommittees. And interestingly, even members of my sub- 
committee were iable to caucus outside of the committee. 

Mr. Roybal. Who was running your committee? Who was in 
charge of it? And who was the one person that finally niade the 
determination to form subcommittees which would individually 
meet to discuss the problems at hand? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Is there someone here in the room in the family 
and community support system? 

Ms. Helton. It was a motion we passed to break into small dis- 
cussion groups. 

Mr. Roybal. Here is a committee that did in fact, by motion, 
reduce the full committee to subcommittees, which provided the op- 
portunity for smaller discussion groups. 

Mr. Gutierrez. That is correct. 

Mr. Roybal. How does that differ, Ms. Lacayo, from other com- 
mittees, and why didn't the other committees avail themselves of 
the same opportunity? 

Ms. Lacayo. Congressman, each committee was run pretty much 
at the will and whim of whoever happened to be chairing that com- 
mittee. 

As you will note. Dr. Ruby came in with an agenda he was given 
at his committee. Other committees, and Janet Levy and I were in 
the research, we walked into the Research Committee and had ab- 
solutely no agenda, nothing. In fact, we spent the tirst day arguing 
about now to run the committee. So each committee it seems was 
kind of programed to be run by that particular chairperson. 

Interestingly enough, and perhaps you could check this out—my 
understanding is that the recorders and the facilitators for the 
committees were fired the Saturday prior to the Conference, and a 
whole new group of recorders, facilitators and parliamentarians 
were brought in. In fact, I tried time and again during the Confer- 
ence to get the parliamentary rules that would govern the oper- 
ation of the committees and to no avail. We were not even able to 
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get any parliamentary procedures. And I think most folks in the 
room who were delegates can say that, depending on who ran that 
particular committee, each committee was run depending on the 
whim of that chairperson and the strength of the delegates in that 
particular committee. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Am I correct in assuming that there were some 
chairpersons that did properly run the business of the committee? 

Ms. Lacayo. Yes, sir. I think that the fact that the Committee on 
Economic Well-Being came out with an exceptional document, it 
may not be exactly the way we would have wanted it — and the 
Committee on Women, for example, came out with some excellent 
recommendations. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Am I also correct in assuming that the recommen- 
dations made by these committees are excellent recommendations 
which can be attributed traced to the fact that people were given 
the opportunity to caucus, to meet and discuss? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Yes. 

Ms. Lacayo. No. People caucused because they created the 
wherewithal to caucus, not because they were given the opportuni- 
ty. In fact, if one looks at the agenda of the conference, you would 
see from 8 o'clock in the morning until 9, 10 o'clock at night you 
had a tight schedule that kept you going. If you wanted to eat a 
meal, you had to be at an eating place at a certain time. There was 
no way you could go caucus. 

Mr. ROYBA.L. Someone testified this morning that according to 
the rules no subcommittees could be formed. The fact that your 
committee, Mr. Gutierrez, did in fact form subcommittees, was that 
a violation of the rules? 

Mr. Gutierrez. Technically it was in violation. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Whut you did and what the committee finally came 
up with was done simply because the committee exerted itself and 
wanted to do it, not because of the rules. Since the rules stated no 
subcommittee could be formed, and you in fact did form a subcom- 
mittee, that did not necessarily meet with the true spirit of the 
rule itself. 

Mr. Gutierrez. We may have had an unusual committee. 

Mr. RoYBAL. That is what I am trying to get at. I would like to 
be able to put that into the record. Your committee might have 
b^en an unusual one. I would like to compliment the committee 
and its members because it was unusual. Perhaps this is something 
that we would like to recommend be done in future conferences. 

Mr. Gutierrez. It was Dr. Adelaide Alard, the chairperson of 
that committee. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Dr. Alard in my opinon should be commended for 
exerting the wishes of the committee, particularly in deciding to 
have subcommittees. I am glad that that took place. 

Mr. Gutierrez. Miss Levy indicates to me she was the chairper- 
son of the Federal Council. 

Mrs. Levy. She has been appointed Chairperson of the new Fed- 
eral Council, which is reassuring, because this is a Presidential ap- 
pointment. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I am glad to hear that. 

I have some other questions. I am still in doubt about some of 
the things that have been said. 
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Dr. Ruby, I think you said something to the effect that the chair- 
man or vice chairman of one of the committees was the vice chair- 
man of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Dr. Ruby. That is correct. He is I believe the vice president of 
Pacific Gas & Electric. He really had very little to do since the 
chairman chaired the entire meeting, and he only sat there smil- 
ing. 

Mr. RoYBAL. One of the main reasons that many Members of 
Congress did not really attend every one of the sessions was con- 
cern that the Congress be accused of trying to run the Conference. 
I don't know just how many delegates came from the private sector 
who were chairmen of gas and electric companies, maybe of de- 
fense corporations, and things of that kind. Has anyone looked into 
the background of the delegates to find out the kind of representa- 
tion at the conference? 

Dr. Ruby. As far as I know, no one has. But I would not be in a 
position to do that. If I was, I don't know if the information would 
be made available. 

Mrs, Levy. That was one of the reasons we were anxious to get 
the names and the identities of the new people that were added to 
our delegate list. Congressman. We wanted to know just what their 
backgrounds were. There were enough very^^well-qualified people, 
such as in California we had some people who had been in the field 
for a long time, that made the majority of people who were not 
qualified look a little better by naming those people. 

Mrs. Russell, chairman of the California Commission on Aging 
for some number of years, was selected as one of the recently ap- 
pointed delegates-at-large, which made very good sense because she 
has a long history of being involved and has been recently appoint- 
ed to the Federal Council also. But the majority of them — we had 
one gentleman up north who was appointed as a delegate-at-large 
who called us to find out if we knew who appointed him, why he 
was appointed, what was this conference all about, et cetera, had 
no knowledge at all. Yet he had been appointed as a delegate. He 
refused to come. He turned in his slot because he said, "I don't see 
that I could contribute anything." But this was a very, very unique 
situation. 

Mr. RoYBAL. I have a few more questions. We would like to get to 
the other panel as soon as possible. But I am somewhat concerned 
that the quality of the Conference was very low. I think Ms. 
Lacayo said even the food left a lot to be desired. 

Did the budget cuts affect this? JKhy was the quality of the Con- 
ference so low? 

Ms. Lacayo. Congressman, I really cannot answer that. I think 
you would have to ask the folks who ran the Conference. But I 
know, going back to statements that have been made, and your 
own experience in going to a major hotel of that kind and blocking 
off the amount of rooms blocked off, in two major hotels in Wash- 
ington, the fact that catering arrangements were made by Mash- 
man Associates for the meals, and the fact that the first morning, 
most of us who partook of the great breaking of the bread, it was a 
little Danish roll and a cup of coflee that people had for breakfast. 

I would suggest, Congressman, going back to a recommendation 
Dr. Ruby made, that an accounting be asked by Congress, by GAO 
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perhaps, especially of Mashman Associates, with respect to how 
those catering arrangements were made, the types of arrangements 
made for the meals; the meal on Sunday night was a sad example 
of a meaL Most people were frustrated. 

Older persons had to stand in line, wait for a long time to get a 
little tiny plate of almost nothing. If you were not tnere early you 
didn't get the best. Paper plates. It was very, very interesting to 
me. 

I would be interested in knowing how Mashman Associates could 
cut a deal with the Sheraton Washington Hotel, the Hilton Hotel, 
and not get complimentary rooms to be used after; second, inform 
the hotels if anybody was going to get any type of catering service 
or rooms after the hours of the Conference that they should charge 
the maximum amounts, and the fact that the meals, the service, 
everything was so poor. 

I would suggest that, in your asking for an accounting of moneys, 
Mashman A^ociates be looked at very, very, very closely. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 

One other thing concerns me. The counting of the ballots will not 
be in the hands of the delegates but it will be done by a group as- 
signed by someone. Therefore, you made the recommendation that 
an impartial group be requested to conduct the counting of the bal- 
lots. 

I have signed a letter with other members of the Aging Commit- 
tee requesting that the GAO be involved in counting the ballots. 
That does not necessarily preclude any organization such as the 
American Arbitration Society to take part in the counting of the 
ballots. 

Would you agree that it would be proper, not only to request an 
outside organization conduct a count of the ballot, but that wjb in 
fact as a committee recommend that both the American Arbitra- 
tion Society and the GAO be involved? Would that be in agree- 
ment? 

I would assume that that is the consensus of those present here 
today, and that recommendation will be made to the full commit- 
tee. 

One last question. This is with regard to the accounting that is 
being requested. Would it be your recommendation that the GAO 
do the auditing, or that it be done by a private firm outside of Gov- 
ernment? 

Ms. Lacayo. I would think that Congress, the GAO should be the 
watchdog for Congress, and that it would be the appropriate arm. 

I might add also, in line with that, and I don't know what the 
legalities are of this, but it would seem to me that the question 
should be raised as to how many Republican National Committee 
staffers were put on the payroll for an interim time, on the White 
House Conference staff, and also if there was any exchange of sub- 
sidies, volunteers, et cetera, by the RNC with respect to the Confer- 
ence, because I know from my own personal experience that was 
staffed with a tremendous amount of RNC people. 

Mr. RoYBAL. This would include in my opinion a very positive 
review of the staffing of the Conference, which would include also 
those paid from other accounts, those who may be on loan from 
other departments of the Federal Government to the Conference 
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itself. While their salary may not have come out of so-called Con- 
ference expense, it still remains that they got paid from some- 
where, and that the moneys did come from the Federal Govern- 
ment as a whole... 

So then you would agree that the GAO would be the agency to 
conduct such a survey? 

Ms. Lacayo. Yes. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

The following panel is made up of Eva Kirby, Dr. Ruth Weg, 
Maggie Helton, Barbara Garcia-Weed, Helen Ruber, and Toni Rini. 
Please proceed in the following order: First, Dr. Ruth Weg, fol- 
lowed by Eva Kirby. 

STATEMENT OF DR. RUTH WEG, OBSERVER, 1981 WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Dr. Weg. Thank you. Congressman Roybal. 

I am a physiologist and a gerontologist from the Andrus Center. 

It was a privilege to be at the Conference with all of its negatives 
and positives. This was the second White House Conference I at- 
tended. 

I want to thank you. Congressman, for this opportunity lo speak 
because, as one of the observers appointed by the Governor, I can 
say that most of us spent the time at the Conference in the back of 
the bus, and it was an education. We learned a lot of restraint, pa- 
tience, and we "^ke generally through the good offices of delegates 
who knew us, although originally we had been advised that the pri- 
mary and only difference between the observers and the delegates 
would be the lack of a vote. 

In terms of what others have said, I would like to add that when 
you arrived at the Conference, and especially that first evening, 
the quality of the Conference reminded me of when I first read 
''Alice in Wonderland"— -the Mad Hatter, the March Hare. Fernan- 
dos said the family coming together for a picnic, but unfortunately 
it was run by strangers that we did not know. 

We very soon learned the nature of our strangers. They general- 
ly walked around in our various comniittees with walkie-talkies, 
and made very rapid communication with like members in other 
committees. 

I would like to concentrate on the quality of the committee. I am 
glad it was raised in the panel before. 

If we begin, first of all, with that opening shot, so-called buffet 
dinner, being a physiologist, emphasizing a lot of my work in 
health and nutrition, it was an insult; it showed ignorance; it 
showed lack of regard, because not only did you wait an hour and a 
half; when you got to the table, it was bare. When it was not bare, 
there were oysters, raw oysters, very sandy, very poorly served, 
and generally inappropriate as fare for many persons in their sev- 
enties and eighties. 

The breakfast— -Schweiker alluded to the good nutrition. And it 
was really only to laugh, because, in general, the nutrition was 
very poor, poorly balanced. And breakfast of juice and coffee or tea, 
and a hard roll or a sweet roll is hardly reference to an under- 
standing of what is appropriate. 
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The opening plenary session again had the quality of ignoring 
the needs and the dignity of those gathered. 

Constance Armitage, our newly appointed Chairman of the 
White House Conference, began the inttroduction of Schweiker. As 
people rose to demand the floor, particularly to discuss the change 
in the rules, so that we could vote for each of the committee's re- 
ports, like the rest of the quality of this Conference, she ignored 
the requests of those gathered. She went right on to introduce 
Schweiker. 

Schweiker spoke very positively about the promotion of David 
Rust. And, of course, we know that not only was there laughter in 
the audience, but there were boos in the audience. He emphasized, 
as did many of the people newly appointed, the voluntarism and 
the independence of our older population, and translated. Congress- 
man, that meant without any support from the Federal Govern- 
ment. And in each of our committees that was the effort that was 
made. 

And the quality at the final session, and then I want to get to my 
own committee briefly — as I walked into the international ball- 
room, again, as an observer, I was assigned to the back, way in the 
back. It was packed. When I received permission to take some pho- 
tographs up front, I had the young man who gave me that permis- 
sion say, "Please be sure vou come back quickly; you are not 
allowed up there.** When I walked very close to the stage, I saw literally 
50 to 60 seats that were empty in the front, and so many of us could have 
sat there. 

I want you to know something very interesting. When I returned, 
as I promised I would, to sit in my seat at the back, the young man 
said to me, "Well, when is the demonstration going to take place?** 
He was about 22 to 23, if one can judge from appearance, and inex- 
perienced. He said: "Tell me, because I am so tired, I don*t know if 
I can handle it.** So, for whatever reason, they were primed for 
some kind of demonstration. 

Frankly, I wish it could have come off. And I said that to many. I 
said, I hope it comes off; I am really not certain that it will. But 
that is what this meeting deserves. 

My overall impression was that it was a frustrating experience, a 
draining experience. But it was, after all, a challenge, exciting, and 
absorbing. 

The appointment of 400 delegates within 2 weeks of the Confer- 
ence and the shifting of all the chairs, and the staff directors left 
many of the committees not functioning as adequately as Andy de- 
scribed. In our own committee, we had a staff person, a staff direc- 
tor, who insisted upon every recommendation that was made that 
we must have an economic cost identified; that we would have to 
provide in order to be permitted to pass this resolution, the cost 
identified. We know that that was impossible. It was. not required. 
They made it appear to be required. 

So, for 2 days we delayed and we labored to get costs. And then 
all of us heard the final report as we did, the final plenary session; 
we knew many committees had already dealt with that, and said 
that was an impossible prerequisite; that there were no rules that 
stated it was required. But we were led to believe that it was. 



ERIC 



51 



47 

In addition to which, the staff director behaved as if she indeed 
were a delegate. When we would rise to have a resolution, or to 
have it voted on, she would insist this was a resolution that would 
cost so much money the administration would not accept it. 

So she was making a delegate's position heard, or at least an ob- 
server, but she was to have been impartial, supportive help to the 
chairperson. , , t i. j 

I did indeed rise to say she was out of order, and that I expected 
the chairperson to hold her in check. And it happened only a 
couple of times after that. But I think this was indicative of the 
directions that were provided for the staff of the various commit- 
tees 

The overriding feeling was one of being manipulated, as has been 
said, of being herded, of being muffled. And I think one of the 'pri- 
mary qualities that was disturbing to me, and that makes me fear 
for the future of whatever legislation we can bring out of the rec- 
ommendations, was the effort that had to be expended by those of 
us, the delegates and the observers, to hold on to the last 20 years 
of progress that we have made so that less creative energy was 
available to put forward legislation :and ideas for legislation that 
indeed would look 10 to 15 years down the pike. 

To me, that was the most negative quality. 

I was disturbed by the abrogation of Roberts* Rules, which took 
place in many of the committees, and that everyone had to accept 
it. We did try desperately in our committee, which, in general, 
came out with some excellent recommendations, with a battle— the 
concerns of older women, growing numbers, special needs. But we 
had to do it in spite of the staff and the so-called supportive help; 
the fact that the chairperson had the final word as to what was 
germane and appropriate; the fact that we could not change any of 
the rules, and we tried to do that the first hour or two; the fact 
that we could not appeal the decision of the Chair. 

I have never attended meetings of that kind. To me, the quality 
of the White House Conferences in the past has been not only the 
legislation that would have come out, but the inspiration for those 
gathered and for the Congress, indeed. There was one inspirational 
figure at that Conference, and that was Claude Pepper. I found 
that everyone else who spoke from the administration, including 
our President, provided very little hope and very little inspiration. 
What was most hopeful, of course, and most positive, were those 
that gathered, older persons from across the country, having the 
opportunity to come together, even if their voice could not be heard 
as clearly as it should have, there was a dynamic that will contin- 
ue, and that was positive. 

I was most impressed that they came prepared, well informed, 
able to make a point clearly, with good knowledge of how laws can 

be made. . ^i.. ^ * j 

So I have great respect for the older persons in this country. And 
that is where I place my hope. And I hope that you. Congressman 
Roybal, will also place your confidence in them and those of us who 
have been supportive, working in the field, hanging on to the prog- 
ress we have made, and hoping that we can continue now to put 
our energies to the creative steps we must take if we look to the 
future. 
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Thank you for this opportunity. 
Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Dr. Weg. 
Now, we will hear from Eva Kirby. 

May I also request that you try to hold your statement down to 5 
minutes. We have-five of you yet to hear from. We hope you will 
not be repeating any of the previous testimony. We would like to 
get some new information if it is possible. 

STATEMENT OF EVA KIRBY, 1981 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON 
AGING DELEGATE APPOINTED BY REPRESENTATIVE BOBBI 
FIEDLER, MEMBER, ECONOMIC WELL-BEING COMMITTEE 

Dr. Kirby. Thank you. Congressman. I am Eva Kirby, a delegate 
to the 1981 White House Conference on Aging, appointed in April 
1981 by Congresswoman Bobbi Fiedler, of the 21st Congressional 
District. I would like to say at no time was I telephoned by any 
group to find out what my political stance wais. 

I also want to say that I hope to bring another point of view to 
the hearing today. I will make a number of positive statements. 
There will be some negative — and some recommendations. 

I personally found the Conference to be exciting, stimulating, . 
challenging, productive, and somewhat frustrating. 

First, may I say that I found the communications and logistics 
regarding transportation to and from Washington, the housing 
there, and the transportation at the Conference between the two 
hotels well planned and efficiently operated. Most of the luncheons 
and the dinners were well prepared and well served. The continen- 
tal breakfasts were inadequate and poor nutritionally. And the two 
receptions were a disaster, from the point of view of both logistics 
and the provisions from t he needs of seniors and cert;>.inly a waste 
of the money which had been allocated to them. 

Registration at the Sheraton was well organized and efficient 
and the informational packets complete and informative and did 
contain the rules for the Convention. 

I would like to make one comment you have not heard about the 
Sheraton. Many of us found they use some type of detergent on 
their sheets and pillows, and many of us broke out with a rash 
from head to foot. I am sure it was the detergent and not the con- 
ference. 

Crowd control, I felt, wsus very well handled except for the two 
receptions which we previously mentioned, and they were dis- 
astrous. 

I was pleased to be assigned to the committee of my first choice. 
Committee No. 2, on Economic Weil-Being. 

I think you should know that I did receive the full packet with 
all of the miniconference summaries, and with the technical com- 
mittee summaries and full reports in October. So I had at least a 
month and a half in which to read them. My one problem: I was 
not sure which one to read, and there was ijo much to digest, and I 
did not get my committee assignment unt A late in November, and 
this was, I felt, a decided disadvantage. 

In my committee. Committee No. 2, I found that the planning 
was excellent as to operatiok^ procedures in the committee ses- 
sions — with a sincere effort to provide a democratic process where 
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as many as possible could be heard, and, where reasonable, if limit- 
ed, debate could occur. , o.. > j 
I would like to pay tribute to our chairman, Robert bteeie, and 
our vice chairman, Robert Beinum, who demonstrated real leader- 
ship skills and political astuteness in conducting an orderly and 
fair committee process, in spite of unbelievable and uncalled-for 
disruption in one particular session. 

I would invite Congressmen to carefully read the report trom 
Committee No. 2, and I think you will find that report is positive, 
constructive and surprisingly close to the Technical Committee s 
recommendations. 

Our first day in committee, we were provided an agenda, and 
that agenda surprisingly followed the August 1981 report from the 
White House Conference on Aging, which we were mailed in 
August. We were given half of the morning to decide whether we 
wished to modify that agenda and to establish time limits to each 
of those areas for discussion. 

I did feel the committee was too large for good interaction and 
providing satisfactory opportunity for all to be heard. There were 
150 delegates and 150 observers, and, it seemed to me, 300 mem- 
bers of the press. , _ 
I did feel the topic was too broad and all committees were aske^. 
to address too many of the same topics. 

I would suggest that in future planning there be more commit- 
tees and the scope of the topic be limited and fewer delegates as- 
signed to each of the committees. 

There was observable frustration and misunderstanding on the 
part of observers, at least in my committee, as to their role. Some 
demanded to participate as full delegates. They were confused as to 
what the role of an observer was. And I would suggest better in- 
struction to observers prior to the jBonference, fewer observers at 
the Conference, or if they have no function, perhaps no observers. 

I felt it inappropriate for a national advisory committee member, 
who served on the Technical Committee, and then oriented the 
Committee No. 2, to also be a delegate on that same committee. He 
tended to usurp too much of the floor with his resolutions. 

It was unfortunate that disruptive and pressure tactics were at- 
tempted to coerce and influence members of Committee No. 2 to 
accept the point oi view of a congressional honorary chairman. Our 
committee chairman handled the situation in a most creative and 
professional manner, however, when we would have arrived at ex- 
actly the same compromise statement without this disruption. 

I did resent the continual antiadministration and partisan under- 
tones, remarks, and comments, and felt, as we delegates were not 
presented the reliable hard data in sufficient time and quantity to 
provide for considered study and deliberate investigation, so that 
we could arrive at objective and valid conclusions; thjB atmosphere 
was too partisan, regardless of which side we are talking about, too 
emotional and personal, and often charged with suspicion and neg- 
ative attitudes. 

It seemed that, like Congress, the committees found it impossible 
to accept and face the hard issues regarding the financial crisis in 
our social security system. Not enough attention was given to the 
long-range solvency which is needed. However, I think you will 
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find that we have balanced recommendations that deal not only 
with medical concerns, but have recommendations affecting the 
general welfare and health of the economy-at-large. 

I felt there was a lack of coordination at the Conference for the 
I California delegates; there seemed to be little or no direction pro- 
vided for committee caucus work, and there was, unfortunately, a 
critical and generally negative tone on the part of some of our Cali- 
• fornians. 

I regret this, because we could have exerted greater positive con- 
structive leadership. 

However, having read the final report, I am pleased with the 
overall positive and balanced recommendations. I have received the 
full final report and the questionnaire, and I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to respond personally and in writing, and I feel that the 
time provided will, for me at least, be adequate. 

I think that those who called and organized and directed this 
conference are to be commended for overcoming the odds and pro- 
ducing a volume of challenging and positive recommendations to 
guide the administration and Congress in future decisionmaking in 
matters concerning our graying population. 

I would like to recommend that we give special attention to 
forming new formats and coalitions for effectively advocating the 
needs of our elderly and assuring a fair, good, balanced crosscut of 
all of our aging population. 

Aging is not a partisan issue, regardless of which party you are 
from. And I believe that we will see positive outcomes from this 
Conference. We need to move ahead on a nonpartisan basis to 
negate the feelings of "them against us," and seek ways in which 
we can constructively work together for all of us over 65. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Eva Kirby follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Eva Kirby, 1981 White House Conference on Aging 
Delegate, Appointed by Representative Bobbi Fiedler, Member Economic 
Well Being Committee 

Mr. Chairman, I am Eva Kirby a delegate to the 1981 White House Conference on 
Aging, appointed in April 1981 by Congresswoman Bobbie Fiedler of the 21st Con- 
gressional District. I served on committee No. 2, Economic Well-Being, which consid- 
ered social security and related matters. 

I am glad to have this opportunity to testify regarding the conference operations 
as they occurred at Washington. I want to bring another point of view and some 
fKJsitive statements to this hearing. ^^ 

I found the conference exciting, stimulating, challenging, productive and at times 
frustrating. 

1. First may I say that I found the communications and logistics regarding trans- 
portation to and from Washington, the housing, and the transportation at the con- 
ference between conference hotels well planned and efficiently operated. Most of the 
luncheons- and dinners were well prepared and well served. The continental break- 
fasts were inadequate and poor nutritionally, and the two receptions were a disaster 
from the point of view of logistics and provisions for the neeas of seniors, and cer- 
tainly a waste of the money allocated for them ($6 plus for breakfasts and $22 plus 
for receptions). 

2. Registration (at the Sheraton) was well organized and efficient, and the infor- 
mational packets complete, informative, and my packet contained the operating pro- 
cedural rules of the Conference. I felt these rules were reasonable and designed to 
insure an orderly, fair, democratic process and to provide the most efficient way for 
full participation by the large number of delegates assigned to each committee. 

3. Crowd control was handled very well, except for the two receptions previously 
mentioned. 



ER?C 



55 



51 



4. I was pleased to be assigned to the committee of my first choice, committee No. 
2, Economic Well-Being. I did receive late in October a mailing which included all of 
the reports of the technical committees and the mini conferences. In addition, 
during the month of November I received mailings of position statements, resolu- 
tions, and information from the following. 

California State House Conference on Aging; Western States Caucus WHCOA; 
National Council on Aging, Inc.; American Occupational Therapy Association, Inc.; 
American Psychological Association; Rural America; National Commission on Legal 
Problems for Elderly; American Academy of Ophthamology; National Association of 
State Units on Aging; Leadership Council of Aging Organizations; Council Action 
Agency; National Interfaith Coalition ot) Aging; Gray Panthers; National Retired 
Teachers Association; and American Association of Retired Persons, and so forth. 

Had the committee assignment been made i:earlier, than in later November, I 
would have felt better prepared on the specific topic. Economic Well-Being, and 
would have had time to collect the hard data and reliable facts needed. (I felt that 
most of the resources speeches provided at the Conference did not present reliable 
data and were biased in favor of increased spending for social programs.) I would 
have found it helpful to have met and studied with other California delegates as- 
signed to Committee No. 2. 

5. In my committee, committee No. 2, Economic Well-Being, I found the planning 
excellent as to operational procedures in the committee sessions, with a sincere 
effort made to provide a democratic process where as many delegates as possible 
could be heard and where reasonable, if limited, debate could occur. There was wide 
divergence of opinion expressed and we viewed divergence not as a threat but as 
healthy debate. I challenge the rumors that this committee was stacked. At our first 
meeting we were presented a typed agenda that closely compared to the committee 
agenda as outlined in the August "Report from the White House Conference on 
Aging" end we were given the opportunity to modify the agenda and establish a 
timeframs for accomplishing its scope. 

I wouIq like to pay tribute to our chairman, Robert Steele and Vice-Chairman 
Robert Bynum who demonstrated real leadership skill and political astuteness in 
conducting an orderly and fair committee process in spite of unbelievable and un- 
called for outside demonstrations and disruption in one particular session. Our 
chairman and his team were given a standing ovation by our entire committee. In 
spite of the differences, we felt good about what had been accomplished. 

6. The committees were too large for good interaction and to provide satisfying 
opportunity for all to be heard (150 delegates, 150 observers and numerous press 
and TV). Topics were too broad and all committees were asked to address several of 
the same topics. I 'would recommend that in future planning, there be more commit- 
tees and the scope of the topics be limited, and fewer delegates in each committee. 

7. There was obvious frustration and misunderstanding on the part of observers 
as to their role. Some demanded to participate as delegates. They did not seem to 
understand the role of observer. I would recommend better instruction to observers 
prior to the conference, fewer observers at the conference, or perhaps no observers. 

8. I felt it was inappropriate for a national advisory committee member, who 
served on the Technical Committee, and who spoke to orient the committee to also 
be a delegate in the same committee. He tended to usurp too much of the floor with 
his resolutions and comments. 

9. It was unfortunate that disruptive and pressure tactics were attempted to 
coerce and influence members of committee No. 2 to accept the point of view of a 
Congressional honorary chairman. Our committee chairman handled the situation 
in a most creative manner, however the committee would have arrived at the same 
compromise statements without this disruption. We had already had such resolu- 
tions presented and other waiting to be presented. 

10. I resented the continual anti-administration undertone, and partisan remarks 
and comments, and felt we, as delegates, were not presented the reliable hard data 
in sufficient time and quantity to provide for considered study and deliberation so 
as to arrive at objective and valicf conclusions. The atmosphere was too partisan 
(and I don't mean pro-administration) emotional and personal often charged with 
suspicion and negative attitudes. 

11. It seemed tnat, like Congress, the committees found it impossible to accept and 
face the hard issues regarding the fiscal crises in our social security system. Many 
delegates were so concerned with the "no cut" and "more" syndrome of the "great 
society" that not enough attention was given to the long range planning to achieve 
solvency of the system. However, there were a number of good recommendations 
concerning the need for fiscal responsibility, controlled inflation, and the general 
health of the economy. 
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12. I felt a lack of coordination at the Conference for the California delegate- 
little or no direction was provided for committee caucus work and there seemed to 
be a critical and generally negative tone on the part of some from California. I 
regret this because we could have exerted greater positive, constructive leadership. 

13. However; reading the final report, I am pleased at the overall positive and 
balanced recommendations. I have received the full report and my questionnaire, 
and I appreciate the opportunity to respond personally and with time to each rec- 
ommendation. I feel the time provided in which to respond is adequate. 

14. I would like to recommend that attention be given to forming new forums and 
new coalitions for effectively advocating the needs of the elderly which assures a 
fair, well balanced cross cut of all of our aging. Aging is not a partisan issue. We 
need to move ahead in a bipartisan manner to negate the feelings of "them against 
us" and to seek ways to work together. 

15. Those who called, organized and directed this conference are to be commended 
for overcoming the odds and for producing a volume of challenging and positive rec- 
ommendations to guide the administration and Congress for future decisionmaking 
in matters concerning our "greying" population. 

I feel honored to have had the opportunity to participate in the 1981 WHCOA and 
believe me, we will see positive outcomes from this conference. 
Thank you for this opportunity to testify. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 

The next person to testify is Maggie Helton. 

Will you proceed? 

STATEMENT OF MARGARET HELTON, SAN DIEGO DELEGATE, 1981 
WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING, CHAIRPERSON, TECH- 
NICAL ADVISORY COUNCIL, FAMILY & COMMUNITY SUPPORT 
SYSTEMS COMMITTEE 

Ms. Helton. Yes. 

I am going to both agree and disagree with the foregoing speak- 
ers. I was vice chairman of the California State House conference 
and was chairman of the San Diego Planning Committee. 

I began my first involvement in November 1979. It was a very 
active 2 years, until the White House Conference. 

I would like to say that our delegates were ready. I would like to 
compliment Governor Brown upon his submission of 63 of his ap- 
pointments for grassroots election at our State house conference, so 
that two-thirds of the delegates that were government appointees 
were elected by the delegates to the State House Conference. 

I think that we were ready. However, they were not ready for us. 
Amcjng the major problems was the difficulty and the lateness in 
receiving not only your travel information, our committee assign- 
ments and technical documents, and so forth, and those have all 
been spoken to. However, I would like to say these were the factors 
that contributed and placed great stress on the delegates and ob- 
servers, due to the uncertainty which prevailed and which led to 
uncertain tempers and negative feelings toward the Conference 
before it ever started. 

At the Conference, great difficulty was encountered. The travel 
arrangements were good. However, they were received very late. I 
would like to say that no plans h^d been made for the California 
delegates who arrived Saturday evening. They had made no ar- 
rangements at all to inform them of the fact that there were 
dinner tickets, breakfast and lunch tickets on Sunday, available to 
them. Most of the California delegates paid for their own dinner on 
Saturday night and for breakfast and lunch on Sunday. Although 
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there were tickets there and available, they were not told that 
when they registered. 

Also, the rules of order, they were not in the packets. You regis- 
tered; you got your packet. They did not tell you the rules of order 
were on the table across the room. You had to rely on another dele- 
gate or someone, or, if you were the kind of person— I have been to 
many seminars— I am the kind that goes around on all tables and 
looks to see what is available. I found mine immediately. They 
were there. They are truthful when they say they were there. But I 
don't call that available if you are not going to tell people they are 
there. 

Many of us went around simply saying, ''Have you got your rules 
of order? They are down there on the table against the back wall. 
These are all things that should not happen at a conference such 

as this. M rc Ji- 1 

I will agree poor planning did include the two buffet dmners. 1 
would like to say, being 70 years old, I am very proud of it. Plan- 
ning a buffet standup reception two times, not just once, but twice, 
for people who mostly were elderly, was the poorest planning I 
have ever seen. There were very few chairs in there where people 
could sit down. And I think plastic plates and the plastic forks 
were an insult to the Conference, who paid $22.50 for every one of 
those tickets. The small breakfast, the roll, orange juice and coffee, 
they paid $6.50 for — in opposition to the sitdown banquet at the 
Hilton on Wednesday night, which cost $23.50, and everyone was 
seated and served— a $1 difference between the cost of that buffet 
and the dinner. 

The setup in that room was— on Monday night, they did have 
some tables across the hall. They had tables with 10 chairs around 
them. There were no tablecloths on the table. When you sat 
down— we got there a little late, we sat down, and the centerpiece 
was a stack of dirty dishes. They made no provision to collect the 
dirty dishes. You had to hunt for the coffee. 

We are being very honest. This is what happened. However, we 
were determined that these things would not deter us from what 
we were there to do. 

Th^ diversionary tactics were absolutely beautiful. But you had 
to ignore them. You had to concentrate on what we were doing. 

I would like to say that the rumors the very first day on Sunday 
were running around that the California delegation was going to 
pull out. I was very proud to be the person to introduce the resolu- 
tion which stated that the California delegation voted to fully par- 
ticipate, but they wanted those concerned to know it was under 
protest. We had no intention of walking out. We don't know who 
started the rumor. But it certainly was not the California delega- 
tion. 

Also, the California delegation the first night we presented a res- 
olution by which we requested to vote at the end of each committee 
report. I would like to say that these were presented to the chair- 
man, Mrs. Armitage. No one received any answer, nor were those 
resolutions ever acknowledged, although we know several States 
passed the same resolution. 

There was no process to provide for resolutions or recommenda- 
tions to be forwarded from one committee to another. The chair- 
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man was all powerful. And we got a lot of— I was on Andy*s com- 
mittee. So, in some ways I am disagreeing with him. The chairman 
would simply say, ''That is not germane to this committee,** and it 
died, unless you were fortunate the next day or that evening to go 
out and find somebody on another committee that might be willing 
to introduce it on that committee. There was no process of any 
kind for referral. And I think that was sad, because we had some 
good recommendations that simply died in our committee. 

Monday morning was the plenary session. I think it is sad at a 
conference, when the first item out of the chairman's mouth is, 
''We want to apologize for the buffet last night.** It is a heck of a 
way to start a conference. 

Monday afternoon, we went into our committee sessions. In our 
particular committee, which was No. 7, family and community sup- 
port systems, the whole afternoon was spent on two speakers. We 
were speakered to death. We needed speakers like we needed a 
hole in our head. For 2 year6, we had attended conferences and 
seminars. We had heard speakers. We had been to many, many 
things to prepare us. And we certainly did not need time wasted on 
speakers. 

The rest of that afternoon was wasted on discussion on the rules 
of order. There was no agenda. We attempted to put together an 
agenda. And at that time we had to acyourn, 

Tuesday morning, we wasted more time on agenda, rules, proce- 
dures, and trivia. Despite the ruling of breaking into subcommit- 
tees, I would like to introduce the way ours really happened. What 
happened was we had Tuesday, at noon, more than 60 resolutions. 
How do you handle 60 resolutions? And then by the afternoon, 
after lunch, we had 80. 

So, in discussing it, the committee, which was 184 strong, decided 
that the best way to do, would be to put the resolutions into subject 
areas. So we put them into areas v/hich included, among others, 
health, physical, economics, family, spiritual, minority, and I be- 
lieve there were two others that I don't recall at this time. We took 
those and gave them to the resource people. The resource people 
broke them down into those areas. 

So then we established groups to use those to discuss and com- 
bine and try to come up with from three to five resolutions for 
each one of those areas. And I might say that Mrs. Alard was tre- 
mendous. She was very supportive. We did not go into subcommit- 
tees. They were not even really discussion groups. We went into 
groups to try to consolidate and coordinate those 80 resolutions 
that we had; that there was no way we could do. They added, sub- 
tracted and divided and came up with a much fewer number of res- 
olutions. 

However, I do want to say this. The Chair was all powerful. Be- 
cause of my requests for points of clarification and points of infor- 
mation, I was early identified, I think, as a rebel. So I introduced 
three resolutions, two of which were lost in the shuffle and never 
came to a committee. One was — as a matter of fact, I went around 
to all eight of the subgroups to find out who had one of them. 
Never could find it. They said, "Well, it probably got lost in the 
shuffle/' ^ 
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The other one, I was told, was not germane. However, another 
delegate from California introduced it later. It was accepted and 
passed. So there were ways that they were watching people and 
doing things. 

I might say that the deepest frustration was felt at the evident 
wastes resulting, the time on logistics and rules, that took away 
from discussion,^ the ignoring of the resolutions that went to thj3 
Chair of the Conference, where they were not even given the digni- 
ty of a response, the short shrift given to some delegates while 
others were encouraged and went on and on, arriving with no clear 
agenda and having to do an agenda after you get there. 

The chairman has the agenda ready, and you present it to your 
group, and you amend or you accept. But to arrive with nothing 
and have to build an agenda is very poor procedure—with not 
enough opportunity to discuss or to even study your committee as- 
signment or your materials. 

And, as a matter of fact, at the first caucus we had, where there 
were, I would say, probably more than 150 delegates there, I could 
find only 5 people — we requested they raise their hand— we could 
find only 5 people who got their No. 1 committee assignment. Most 
everyone had gotten their third request or none at all. And that 
was very, very evident. 

The emphasis placed by the Chair and the resource people on re- 
ducing the Federal responsibility and increasing the voluntary 
sector— that was a continual pressure all during the Conference. 

I think the saddest thing was the ignoring of the observers who, 
in the initial information, had been told they could participate 
fully, except for a vote; who were denied the right to even speak. 
We had one young lady get up on the last day— we gave the last 30 
or 40 minutes of our meeting to the observers to get up and make a 
statement. And she said that the Conference had cost her over 
$1,200— she was, I believe, from the Middle West— and she said she 
was glad she had been there, but she really felt that she had not 
been treated correctly, and that she was not able to participate. 

As a matter of fact, one delegate in our committee asked if they 
could speak to an observer from their area and was denied the 
right to go back to speak to the observer; they were told to stay 
where the delegates were seated. 

One thing our committee did that many of them did not: We 
signed in for every session. We had to check our name when we 
came in in the morning and when we came in to the after-lunch 
session. We thought everyone was doing it. We found out they were 
not. 

So Committee No. 7 has a pretty good roll on who was there and 
who participated. We felt that was a very good deal. 

I would like to mention just one other item that came to my at- 
tention from one of our California delegates in Health Committee 
No. 5. There were two men in there bothering her a great deal, be- 
cause they were standing up and controlling the microphone. You 
could not walk up to the mike and ask for the Chair. She men- 
tioned them to me. 

I thought it was rather interesting. They had a list of the dele- 
gates on that committee. The two men concerned, one was Bill 
Glynn. It was interesting because there was no address. Just '*FV* 
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for Florida, and five circles for the ZIP.* There was another gentle- 
man in that committee, also, whose name began with ''Z,** who had 
the same address. I started checking through the list. 

I want to compliment our director in California, who sent us a 
list of that group for the entire delegation that was early received. 
And we all had one. I went through it and found there were many 
who had no address, but a State and a ZIP, and it was rather inter- 
esting—Committee No. 5 had 12 of those. That was the Health 
Committee. Committee No. 6 had 12. Committee No. 8 had 12. That 
was the Housing Committee. They had a Geraldine Walker from 
Virginia, who had a ''VA** and no ZIP. But there were 12 who gave 
just the State and a ZIP. I thought that was rather interesting. 

I might say that it was a very good feeling when the chairman 
made their reports to chant ^Vote. * And I also would say that the 
chairman went right ahead and introduced the chairman of the 
next committee, ignoring it, and out of politeness and kindness we 
all stopped chanting when he started to give his report. But we did 
that after the first five reports and then we just gave up. 

And now begins the hardest job of all — implementation and se- 
lection of those that are most important. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

[Ms. Helton's prepared statement follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Margaret Helton, San Diego Delegate, 1981 White 
House Conference on Aging, Chairperson, Technical Advisory Council, 
Family and Community Support Systems Committee 

Mv name is Margaret J. "Maggie" Helton. I live at 162 Mankato Street in the city 
of Cnula Vista, County of San Diego, State of California. 

As vice-chair of the Steering Committee for the California State House Conference 
on Aging, my involvement in the preparation for the White House Conference 
began in November 1979, and continued to the present time. I served as Chair of the 
San Diego County Planning Committee. The San Diego delegates and observers met 
frequently in preparation for the WHCOA. We were ready. 

We wish the WHCOA had been as ready as we were. 

1. All required forms were completed and returned as required. 

2, Major Problems: 

A. No committee assignments were made or received until 10 days before the Con- 
ference. 

B. No hotel confirmation received. You assumed you were housed where your 
committee was meeting. 

C. Materials (technical reports) for Committees received 10 days before the Con- 
ference, although they had been ready since the first of July. 

D. Plane tickets received 8 days before flight time, leaving little time for plan- 
ning. 

These factors placed great stress on the delegates and observers due to the uncer- 
tainty which prevailed and led to uncertain tempers and negative feelings toward 
the Conference before it occurred. 

AT THE CONFERENCE 

Great difficulty was encountered in finding caucus rooms. The delegates in at- 
tendance at the western caucus on Sunday morning donated to a fund to pay for the 
room. No plans had been made for the California delegates to be notified that meal 
tickets for Saturday night and Sunday were available, hence many paid for their 
own. Poor planning included two buffet dinners— on Sunday— a complete disaster, 
and on Monday night, not much better. 

It speaks poorly for the Conference when the chair (Armitage) apologizes for 
Sunday night at the official opening plenary session on Monday morning. 

The California delegation passed a resolution, as did other States, requesting a 
vote following each committee report. Those resolutions were ignored, although pre- 
sented to the chair. 
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There was no process to provide for resolutions or recommendations to be for- 
warded from one committee to another, therefore, if the committee chairperson 
ruled that the resolution or recommendation was not germane to that committee, it 
died. 

Monday afternoon was spent on 2 speakers and more discussion on the rules of 
order— wasted after 2 years of preparation, we needed speakers like we needed a 
hole in the head. > . . 

Tueday a.m. — more time wasted on agenda rules, procedure, and' trivia. Despite 
the ruling of no breaking into committees, the question became "How do you handle 
60 plus resolutions, and so forth." In our committee, 184 strong, 8 discussion groups 
were assigned the recommendations and worked to add, substract, consolidate, and 
so forth, to workable size. The areas included health, fiscal, economics, family, 
spiritual, minority, and so forth. 

The Chair was all powerful— if ruled that a resolution was out of order—you 
simply found someone else to present it. 

Deep frustration was felt at: (I) No evident waste of time on logistics and rules, (2) 
at the ignoring of the resolutions sent to the Chair of the Conference. They weren't 
even given the respect of a denial, but simply ignored, (3) at the short shift given 
some delegates while others were encourages, (4) arriving with no clear agenda 
(more committee time was spent on this item), (5) with no opportunity to study their 
committee assignment or read the materieds (this was extra important inasmuch as 
we could find only five California delegates who had received their first choice of 
committee — most had received their third or no choice, (6) at the emphasis placed 
on reducing Federal responsibility and increasing the volunteer sector, (7) on the 
ignoring of the observers and separation of delegates and observers at all times, not 
just at times of voting. 

It was a good feeling to chant "Vote" following individual committee Chair re- 
ports even though i^ored. 

Despite the negative reports of the Committees on Economics and Health, it was a 
good feeling to hear the conflicting votes in other committees. I believe the senior 

Sower was there and demonstrated. Despite delegates who gave their address as 
OOFIOOOOO, the seniors were there to work, were prepared and willing to partici- 
pate. Ehie to rumors, the first action of the California delegation was to pass a reso- 
lution that we were there to participate fully and we wanted those concerned to 
know it was under protest. 

Despite the many frustrations, we were not diverted from our purpose and we felt 
some measure of success for our hard work in that the resolutions, for the most 
part, refiected many of our concerns and needs. 

Now begins the hardest job of all — the implementation of our Resolutions for the 
Eighties. 

I would compliment Janet Levy, the California Coordinator for her endeavors to 
keep our delegates informed, most importantly, for the copy of the initial list of the 
delegates and observers and the committees to which they were assigned. This list 
assisted in the identification of the newest or latest appointees. 

Thank you for the privilege of testifying. 



Mr. RoYBAL. The next witness is Barbara Garcia-Weed. 

STATEMENT OF BARBARA GARCIA-WEED, 1981 WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON AGING DELEGATE, MEMBER, OLDER AMERI- 
CANS AS A CONTINUING RESOURCE COMMITTEE 
Ms. Garcia-Weed. Congressman Roybal, distinguished guest, 
honored senior citizens, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Barbara 
Garcia-Weed. I was a delegate to the 1981 White House Conference 
on Aging. I also served on the steering committee of the California 
delegation and in this capacity remained in very close contact with 
the members of the California delegation as well as those from 
New York, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and the State of Maine. 

I attended several pre-Conference meetings in Ventura, Los An- 
geles, Sacramento and Phoenix as the delegates sought to clarify 
their positions on major issues in Washington. Also, in Washington 
I was a committee member that considered the older Americans as 
a continuing resource. 
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My background in the field of aging covers the past 16 years in 
grassroots, day-to-day association with the problems of the senior 
community. For the first time in history, a White House conference 
on aging will produce no major legislation to benefit the senior 
population. Whereas the 1961 conference developed the Older 
Americans Act, and the 1971 conference produced the National In- 
stitute on Aging, and the basis for the hot meals program, the 1981 
White House Conference on Aging will generate no significant leg- 
islation to assist the senior Americans in their daily life. 

The most significant thing to emerge from the White House Con- 
ference on Aging was not the numerous recommendations from the 
committee, but rather the growing realization that the elderly pop- 
ulation has become a political force that can no longer be ignored. 

Equally important is the fact the seniors themselves began to re- 
alize this and for the first time they began to work as a cohesive 
group, each member dedicated to the welfare of all. The adminis- 
tration realized this long before the rest of us did and tried to use 
their influence to protect their interest in the cutting back of Gov- 
ernment programs. They attempted to divide the minority mem- 
bers. 

They planted several obstacles in the way of delegate on their 
way to Washington. Some of these could probably be blamed on 
mismanagement such as committee and hotel assignments, arriv- 
ing only a couple of weeks before the Conference, and the whole- 
sale hiring and firing of three Executive Directors, the last being 
appointed within a month of the convening of the Conference. 

But the final surprise came with the high-level appointment of 
500 delegates who were sympathetic to the administration but who 
were not experienced in the field of aging and who lacked the year 
of preparation most of the other delegates had undergone. 

There were other disappointments, such as no printed agendas in 
some committees, lack of microphones and PA systems, which are 
very important to delegates with decreased ability to hear. There 
were long food lines, long waits for transportation, and, yes, they, 
the administration, underestimated the ability and the determina- 
tion of the senior community, because not surprisingly, all of these 
difficulties resulted in the welding together of a homogeneous 
blend that was not dedicated to any particular special-interest 
group but rather was dedicated to the betterment of the entire 
group of elderly, without consideration of race or color. 

The price of admission waus age only. I sat and watched our elder- 
ly population with a good deal of pride, respect, and admiration, as 
they began to realize their potential and begin with persistence 
and diligence to work through their committees to present well- 
thought-out and prospective recommendations for the coming 
decade. 

The senior adult of today and tomorrow is neither senile nor 
stupid. They are well educated and are beginning to discover their 
true power and will demonstrate it in the voting booths and their 
lobbying groups as they begin to develop momentum. This is what 
was significant at the 1981 White House Conference on Aging. 

No major legislation changes will come from this committee 
House conference because we have gone beyond the need for a 
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grandstand gesture to indicate to the rest of the country that the 
elderly population is alive, healthy, and involved. 

What came out of the Conferelfice? Six hundred well-developed 
recommendations to improve the daily lives of the elderly commu- 
nity and which will also benefit the general population of America. 
There were no pie-in-the-sky suggestions, only practical suggested 
solutions to complicated problems. It is one thing to recommend. It 
is another to implement. 

The seniors have given this administration the tools with which 
to work. Now they will patiently wait for a while until they see 
what will be done, because the seniors believe in a free democracy, 
because they believe in America. But be aware, tinie moves on 
more rapidly for the elderly. So we would be well advised to waste 
not much time at all. And remember instead, like our older popula- 
tion, that election time is just around the corner. 

Thank you. 

Congressman Roybal, I would like to ansvfer a few of your ques- 
tions that you had that were not answered. 

Mr. Roybal. Not at this time. We would like to hear from the 
others and then go into the question period. I want to be sure the 
statements of each one are recorded. 

Ms. GrARCiA-WEEn. Will I later on be allowed to answer some of 
the questions made? 

Mr. Roybal. Only if the Chair makes reference to the same ques- 
tions. We do not want to go back to the questioning process which 
already took place with another panel. In order to keep the record 
straight, we must follow the procedure. 

Ms. GrARCiA-WEEn. Congressman, if it is a new issue being 
brought up that was not answered that the chairman himself 
asked, could it be answered after everyone has spoken? 

Mr. Roybal. Probably so. The best way to handle that would be 
to submit that in writing. May I state at this time, any delegate or 
any person in this room or anyone in the United States who so de- 
sires can submit for the record any statements, any questions, or 
answer to a question that has been asked. The record will remain 
open for 30 days after today. We will receive any communication 
that you may direct to us and make it part of the record at that 
time. 

The next witness is Helen Huber. 

STATEMENT OF HELEN HUBER, 1981 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
ON AGING DELEGATE, MEMBER, PUBLIC SECTOR ROLES AND 
STRUCTURES COMMITTEE 

Ms. Huber. Thank you. Congressman. In the interests of time, 
and the concern of everyone in the audience, because it has been a 
long time, I will certainly try and shorten my remarks. Some of the 
things I would like to underscore, I certainly do not want to dupli- 
cate anything said before. I would like to refer to the fact that Dr. 
Weg mentioned at the plenary session we were given speeches and 
information and also at the first day's session I believe in almost 
every committee this happened, they gave us information when we 
were there as the ''experts/' There were people in that audience, 
delegates, who have written the textbooks. And I find it very in- 
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suiting and timeconsuming to take that kind of time, when we 
would have preferred to use it in committee. 

As the cochairman of the San Diego delegation, I would like to 
indicate to you. Congressman Roybal, that it is our full intention to 
continue as a delegation. We have already met since returning 
from Washington, D.C. We have another meeting scheduled next 
week with our delegation. We have been in contact with our Con- 
gressman from our area. We met with him in Washington. They 
invited us to breakfast. We will continue to be in contact with 
them prior to their returning to Washington. 

I, too, felt highly intimidated. I felt frightened at times. I felt 
that it was a draining conference, as Dr. Weg referred to that. 
There was a great deal of frustration and there was tension. I also 
was very angered by the fact that it seemed to me and to three 
other people who were in our delegation that the telephone of our 
reporter was being tapped when we were conversing with him 
about the Conference. 

Very happily, I was assigned to the committee of my first choice; 
that is, the concerns of older women. I think perhaps we were for- 
tunate in that we were able to function to some degree in a better 
manner than some of the other committees apparently were able 
to. And I think perhaps — and I say this with great seriousness — 
that it may be because they don^t take women very seriously, and 
they didn't think we would accomplish as much as we were able to 
accomplish. This was true not only in Washington, D.C, but in Sac- 
ramento. I am very proud of that fact. 

There were frustrations. I remember very distinctly the frustra- 
tion of Dr. Weg, and one of the other observers who went from the 
San Diego delegation who was an observer — they were not allowed 
the time to speak they had been promised they would. 

These people who came as observers paid their own way, were 
obviously very caring, and were definitely very well informed, 
much more so and much better informed than some of the very, 
very late appointments that were made to these committees as del- 
egates. I feel in the future it is important to give those observers 
an opportunity to speak. And I think they have been very, very se- 
riously neglected back in Washington at this time. 

I think that is all I want to say at this time. Thank you for your 
time. 

Mr. Roybal. Thank you very much. 
The next witness is Toni Rini. 

STATEMENT OF TONI RINI, 1981 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON 
AGING DELEGATE, APPOINTED BY REPRESENTATIVE EDWARD 
R, ROYBAL 

Ms. Rini. Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen, my name is 
Toni Rini. I was a delegate to Washington appointed by Congress- 
man Roybal. I am also vice president of region 6 of the Congress of 
Senior Citizens. I work very closely with the senior citizens. 

I will try to be brief and not to repeat what some of the other 
people have said. So I will just speak about one little experience I 
had in Washington. 
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The committee that I had selected was health care, but I was as- 
signed to the concerns of older women. It gave me a chance to ad- 
vocate health care. When I turned in my paper, one of the staff 
persons said it is not germane. I said, oh, yes, it is. Again she said 
no. She had the power to accept or reject the presentation of pro- 
posals or papers. I said politely but firmly, I want to speak to the 
chairperson or I will have to speak to my Congressman. 

She said, all right, I will give the paper to her. We had an 
agenda listing the time to speak on the different issues. When it 
came my turn to speak, the chairperson stated two other persons 
had a similar paper and for us to get together in the hall and agree 
as to which one of us would present our proposal. We did just that. 

The lady and the gentleman decided that I present my paper, 
which they signed— but to add low-vision care to my request which 
is on page 5 of women's concerns, that Congress adopt legislation to 
amend medicare and medicaid to include pharmaceuticals, neces- 
sary medical equipment and supplies, low-vision care, podiatry, 
hearing aid, basic dental care and necessary transportation "for 
health care for older persons, especially older women on medicare 
and medicaid programs. 

The reason I am doing this is because that is right down your 
line. So to emphasize, I have repeated what is here on page 5 
among the concerns. No. 445. 

The next day when it was my turn to speak, the chairperson 
stated my paper had been misplaced or lost. I said, "Madam Chair- 
man, do not exert yourself or waste your time or money. I have _ a 
copy for you, and I know it by heart.*' I also said what I lack in 
knowledge, I make up in tenacity. I received a great applause. My 
proposal was acted upon unanimously. 

It was very rewarding to have the support of other delegates sin- 
cerely concerned with the needs of senior citizens. But three dele- 
gates kept asking about fiscal impact, financial trouble, what 
would it cost. Again I got the floor and I said, what does it cost to 
send a person to the hospital or convalescent home when we can 
have preventive medicine, preventive programs that will save the 
seniors from landing there. I said, how much is a life worth? Again, 
another applause. So these people subsided. 

I believe this was only the beginning of our work, and we must 
follow through and work with and support city, county. State and 
Federal legislators who are concerned with senior citizens* prob- 
lems and who will try to solve these problems by a firm legislative 



Thank you, Congressman, for appointing me as a delegate and 
also for inviting me to testify today. I promise you I shall keep on 
working diligently for us seniors. 

Hasta luego. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

So far the committee has heard testimony from various individ- 
uals. Some have been complimentary and some have not. The pur- 
pose of the hearing, of course, is to hear both sides. We realize we 
cannot go back and remedy any situation that existed during the 
Conference. We are interested in making certain recommendations, 
based on your testimony, hoping that those who plan the White 
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House Conferences in years to come will go back to some of this 
testimony and avoid making the same mistakes. 

So far we have heard both sides. We have heard, I think, strong 
criticism from those who found the Conference favorable as well as 
those who found the Conference unfavorable. 

So you have given the commmittee a great deal to work with. 

On the other hand, I don't think either the subcommittee or the 
full committee would be here today or would be interested in hold- 
ing hearings throughout the country if the hearings were just de- 
signed to criticize and not to bring out some of the positive things. 
I think almost everyone has given the committee the impression 
that while you went through certain periods of unrest, you still 
came back with a positive feeling that the 600 recommendations 
were made in a positive vein. 

I would like statements such as the following to be implemented. 
My committee is going to continue to meet; we are angry enough to 
continue meeting even as a State delegation, and make these rec- 
ommendations, to set out priorities so that the Congress can take 
cognizance of the fact that a State delegation has certain priorities 
with regard to the recommendations that were made. 

I would not be here if I didn't think some significant piece of leg- 
islation could and will come out of this Conference. I think it is the 
general opinion that this can come about. It has to come about, at 
least from what I see now. Bulldog tenacity was displayed on the 
part of many delegates who did things in spite of the fact that 
there were rules, for example, prohibiting subcommittees to form. 
So many of these things did happen. 

They are probably part of an overall mistake in some instances. 
Others may have been deliberate. Whatever the reason, I think we 
have to look forward now to the more positive aspects of this Con- 
ference, and ask ourselves what are we going to do about it. 

I am going to ask some questions to perhaps illicit concrete rec- 
ommendations regardless of whether you think the Conference was 
good or bad. You have recommendations. In a 1-minute statement, 
I would like each one of you to tell me what you think we should 
do. I am talking about us, the subcommittee — the full Committee 
on Aging, plus the Congress of the United States. Can you give us 
an answer? Each one of you will be given only 1 minute to answer 
that question. 

Dr. Weg. I think I can speak without the microphone and say 
that a number of the persons who spoke earlier gave their recom- 
mendations, with which I concur, that there would need to be an 
oversight and the foUowup. I would love to see the accounting of 
how that money was spent, I really would. The oversight on our 
followthrough. I would like to see meeting held before 1991. 

I would like to see it in 3 or 4 years. I would like to have an inde- 
pendent group — I concur with that recommendation. And also that 
it be extended, the time for response be extended to either Febru- 
ary 15, or the end of February. 

Most of the recommendations that were made I had already writ- 
ten down and I think this demonstrates to you how we are think- 
ing together. Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. All right. Miss Kirby. 
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Ms. KiRBY. I think it is important we don't lose our impact and 
energy and that we have a continuous ongoing process, whether it 
be at the local, State, or national level. I would urge Congress to 
come to grips with the problems of the economy. This is what is 
killing the old people. 

Mr. RoYBAL. What recommendation did your full committee 
make with regard to the economy? 

Ms. KiRBY. One of our mcyor recomendations was that you focus 
on bringing inflation, which is the cruelest tax of all, under con- 
trol; that you work to make social security a fiscally reliable pro- 
gram for those who are now in it as well as those contributing to it; 
and that there be no cuts made in social security. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Did it make any recommendations with regard to 
budget deficits? 

Ms. KiRBY. We did indicate you cannot bail out one bankrupt 
system with another bankrupt system. So it is the total economy 
that has tO- be brought under control. 

Mr. RoYBAL. ^i/lrs. Garcia-Weed. 

Ms. Garcia-Weed. I would like to see Congress legislate, and 
Senators, get on with it. The older American community has done 
the work. They have done the backup. They have done their home- 
work. 

I may make one suggestion, and be so bold and correct me, re- 
spected seniors, please correct me. I think there is one thing that 
you can do, because social security was addressed in 13 of the com- 
mittees — if you have read your book that hais come out. And it was 
addressed with over 52 different recommendations by the older 
community. 

So I won't go into social security. But I would like to see a recom- 
mendation by you that would elevate the aging department to a 
full cabinet status so that the older population will have an ear di- 
rectly to the President of the United States, and so that the seniors 
will no longer have to have politicians do the work for them. 

Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 

May I say that such a proposal is already in the hopper. I pre- 
sented the first resolution, the first bill establishing that depart- 
ment. Nothing has happened yet. We hope we can continue on its 
implementation. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Mrs. Huber. 

Mrs. Huber. Thank you. Congressman. 

I would just simply like to underscore what has already been 
said here several times. Please let us have some kind of a commit- 
tee that will watchdog the report that is coming out now and our 
responses to it. I again would agree with Dr. Weg. I would very 
much like to see a meeting begin in a very much earlier period of 
time than another 10 years. I think 10 years is going to be too long 
with the change in the adult population now. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. Miss Helton. 

Miss Helton. Again, I would concur with the recommendations 
on oversight that was put together by several of the members who 
spoke. Also I concur with the suggestion by Dr. Weg that an evalu- 
ation by the Congress Committee on Aging should be done in about 
3 years to find out what has been accomplished and what still re- 

68 




64 ^ 



mains to be accomplished. I think it is very important that we keep 
an oversight on how these priorities are selected to be handled. 

Also on the State level, I would like to urge that we all continue 
to work and that we try to implement some of the recommenda- 
tions through the California Legislature and our state legislators 
and also with our California Department on Aging. 

I would like to say, Congressman, we felt our hearing was impor- 
tant enough that four of us came from San Diego to be present. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

Ms. RiNi. I concur with the ladies here. Saying 5 years, 10 years 
to see what has been accomplished, what has been implemented — I 
believe this can be a very dirty house. You have to sweep your 
house every day or it is going to get very dirty. The same thing 
with all the problems we have in government. 

It is a day-to-day thing. A year is not too soon to see what has 
been done, what has been implemented of all these resolutions and 
proposals we have worked so hard with. Also, it should be through 
our legislation here in Sacramento, it should be at the city, county, 
and so on up, and we should keep in very close touch with our leg- 
islators, and keep pushing. 

It says, seek and thou shalt find. This is where we have to work 
hard. We have to hit where it is going to hurt. And it is going to be 
at the ballot box. 

Mr. RoYBAL. The reason I asked each one of you to make a 1- 
minute statement with regard to your recommendations is that at 
the end of this hearing I am also going to give those in the audi- 
ence the opportunity to make a 1-minute statement. That means 
you have already made yours, and therefore you will not be heard. 

Those who have already testified will also not be heard. So you 
see, that is the procedure. I wish to thank you all for excellent tes- 
timony. 

The committee, of course, will take all the testimony into consid- 
eration and make recommendations. 

Mr. RoYBAL. The next panel will consist of Dr. James Birren, Dr. 
Percil Stanford, and Mr. Morris Better. 

Will you please come forward. 

I would like to hear from the witnesses in the following order: 
First Dr. James Birren, then Dr. Stanford, and then Mr. Better. 
Will Dr. Birren proceed. 

STATEMENT OF DR JAMES BIRREN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
ETHEL PERCY ANDRJUS GERONTOLOGY CENTER, UNIVERSITY 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, AND DELEGATE, 1981 WHITE 
HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Dr. Birren. Thank you. 

I am James Birren. I was a delegate to the White House Confer- 
ence on Aging because of my role as chairman of the Technical 
Committee on Research. My position is head of the Gerontology 
Center at the University of Southern California. 

I would like to congratulate this committee because I think the 
log of history is now in the hands of this committee and the pros- 
pects for the future, I think, by and largely are in your hands. 
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I had a feeling this morning in listening to some of the com- 
ments this was a postmortem; but then I changed my concept to 
autopsy. We are trying to see why something died. But I hope that 
point of view won't become widespread, because you sense the 
vigor, a great deal of national inter a3t. 

I am going to be brief-~-I would like to take a few moments. 

What should we do differently the next time? I think it should be 
a little sooner. I think there is difficulty in having a White House 
Conference in the first year of the new Presidential administration. 
It catches them short. You can see many of the inadvertencies. I 
would like to see it placed in the beginning, say, of the third year 
so that the whole tone would be a little bit more temperate. 

I think that the haste began in the latter days of the Carter ad- 
ministration in which various groups had to prepare their reports. 
So we have parallel channels of information with no crosstalk. 

For example, let me use the Research Committee to illustrate 
this. We had miniconferences around the country. Some of them 
had research issues. We did not have that material available in the 
Research Committee. Furthermore, the National Institute of Aging 
was preparing a national plan for research on aging. That was the 
third parallel channel. 

That material did not become available until the day of the Con- 
ference. That is unfortunate. And I think next time we should be 
certain we lay it out in the sequential form, so we can react to the 
miniconferences and the regional meetings and take advantage of 
that. 

With regard to the process, I had the impression at this time 
that the process of picking delegates originally was in good shape. I 
had no quarrel with that. Those plans that were laid out 2 years in 
advance of the White House Conference. 

With regard to the Research Committee's report, we turned in 
our report February 1980. I did not ever receive a copy until I came 
to the meeting of the report that I submitted. Furthermore, when I 
came to the meeting, I was assigned to the Committee on the Pri- 
vate Sector. I had never served in the private sector. I spent 35 
years of my career in research. 

When I went to the Research Committee, since I thought I could 
add something there, I was challenged at the door, and then I was 
told by the chairman that I could be there as an observer, but I 
could not vote. There is something wrong about that process. I am 
not protesting from my own ego at the moment. But there is some- 
thing wrong in not making the background information available 
to the committee. And I think that is a waste of dollars and efforts. 

T would also like, in addition to the ideas already mentioned of 
having a White House Conference sooner, I would not like it too 
soon. And I would like to have, in addition to the Select Committee 
on Aging, have some agency in the Federal Government assigned 
the work, to have some staff also engaging in a postmortem analy- 
sis, but also look forward to the future, so that in perhaps 2 to 3 
years it would make a recommendation to the Congress about the 
process, content, timing, the input-output relationships to the 
White House Conference. 

Now, the difficulty that results when you have so many parallel 
inputs all coming in at the last moment to delegates that are not 
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necessarily prepared, I was not prepared. The report from the Re- 
search Committee has I believe 96 recommendations alone. Some of 
them are overlapping. There is ho sorting out. I feel it very diffi- 
cult even to vote on those 96 alone. And I feel somewhat expert in 
that area. Let alone the entire 668 recommendations. I think it is 
impossible. So there is something wrong in a professional sense, 
wrong with this process. 

Now, another point about the political overtones. I think a White 
House Conference on Aging is always to some extent political, but 
in a desirable sense of the expression of social political impressions 
and opinions. That is the best of America. 

But it should not become political in the sense of party politics. 
That is where the mistake can enter. 

My last point here. There were some foreign observers at the 
White House Conference on Aging. There was a World Health Or- 
ganization committee meeting at the same time, and some of the 
delegates were watching us. So I had the opportunity of asking one 
from Europe, ''How does the White House Conference on Aging 
seem to you?" And this person was the head of a gerontology insti- 
tute in Europe. And he said, "It could never happen in our coun- 
try, our older people would not be prepared for it, and they would 
be passive.'^ 

Now, that is an interesting point and one that I think is flatter- 
ing to the sophistication of the American public. We are prepared 
for the open forum, and that indeed was where the strength of this 
Conference was. 

I think I would stop at that point. Thank you very much. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank yo%^Pr. Berrin. 

Dr. Stanford. ' ^ 

STATEMENT OF DR. PERCIL STANFORD, SAN DIEGO DELEGATE, 
1981 WHITE^HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING, MEMBER, EDUCA- 
TION AND TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE 

Dr. Stanford. Mr. Chairman, my name is Percil Stanford. I am 
the director of the Center on Aging of San Diego State University 
and was a delegate to the Conference by virtue of my role as a 
member of the National Advisory Committee. 

I think the points that have been made regarding the accommo- 
dations, the general quality of the Conference, certainly have been 
presented in balance. But I think what I would like to do is concen- 
trate more on what I would like to look at as some of the followup, 
some of the quality as far as substance is concerned. 

In planning the Conference, there was certainly adequate atten- 
tion given to the before and during aspects of the conference. How- 
ever, there was not enough attention given the after-Conference as- 
pects. 

It seems to me that one of the important issues before us now for 
the future is to begin to address what kind of meaningful process 
in a structured fashion can take place after the Conference to 
insure that some of the things that should take place take place. 

We seern to be asking ourselves the question where to, what hap- 
pens after the Conference, what happens after the recommenda- 
tions. 
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So I think one of the key things that we might do at this point is 
to insure in some fashion that the planning process formally in- 
clude three stages. 

Further, I would like to suggest that what has happened is an- 
other rung in the ladder as far as the furthering of national policy 
development in aging. The attitudes that we have seen exhibited by 
delegates says to me that we are on the track to continuing to de- 
velop the basis for national policy or national policies in aging. We 
must look at the existing structure in order to positively proceed 
and ask ourselves who can best follow up, and how that foUowup 
Cjan take place. 

I would like to offer not anything new in some instances, but at 
least some suggestions. 

One is that there must be a process whereby the Federal Council 
or some other body identify those issues, those recommendations 
that are feasible from the standpoint of administrative changes im- 
mediately. We do not have to wait for legislative changes. There 
are many executive changes that can be made, there are some ad- 
ministrative changes that can be made. 

I think Dr. Torres-Gil who mentioned the Federal Council might 
play a role is very correct in that sense, working with the various 
departments. I think that can be done immediately. 

At another level, I think the persons who have been identified 
and elected in California and in one or two other States as senior 
legislators have a very, very important role to play. It is the older 
persons themselves in roles like this that will be most instrumental 
in seeing that some of the foUowthrdugh does take place, not only 
at the State level, but also at the national level. 

Another issue or set of issues that were not mentioned was the 
fact that the national aging organizations did identify what they 
called aid for the eighties. Those issues were veiy, very prominent 
throughout the White House Conference on Aging. And those 
issues were in many ways addressed arid, in most instances, there 
were resolutions or recommendations passed that did support those 
ideas. I mentioned that primarily because the national organiza- 
tions that passed those aid for the eighties recommendations repre- 
sent most of the older people in our society and many of the profes- 
sional organizations. So I think those should be kept in mind as we 
move ahead. 

From another standpoint, we are talking about dissemination of 
information. 1 think we have to come out and be much more clear 
about our intent. What we are talking about is keeping the public 
informed as to what transpires as we go through this after the con- 
ference process. I think there should be a very clear process spelled 
out whereby the public will be made aware of the various steps as 
Congress moves ahead. 

I think the aging network as it exists is an excellent avenue for 
that process. Why not use the State units on aging, why not use 
the area age agencies on aging and the various districts that have 
been designated? So I think we can use a process that is in place. 

Further, we have already heard that many delegates at various 
levels are planning to continue their involvement. It seems to me 
that there could be support, formal support, for supporting the ef- 
forts of those delegates, of those persons who want to further this 
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process. I do not think it should be an informal process. I think it 
should be a formalized process whereby those who put their time 
in, their effort in before the Conference, can have the intended re- 
sponsibility of followup effort, and not be a process of saying "if we 
can.'' It should be that "we will,'' and we have a mandate to do so. 

Another aspect is the media. I think it was demonstrated at the 
White House Conference on Aging that the media at its various 
levels, whether it be printed, television, what have you, can have a 
tremendous impact. And it seems to me that we must orchestrate 
the media and use media effectively in the afterconference process 
as well. 

So, in closing, I think we have made some strides, we have added 
maybe perhaps a half rung or another rung to the ladder in terms 
of moving toward a national policy in aging and insuring that older 
people can live with dignity. 

Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. Dr. Stanford. 
The next witness is Mr. Morris Better. 

STATEMENT OF MORRIS BETTER, NATIONAL STEERING COMMIT- 
TEE, CRAY PANTHERS, AND DELEGATE AT LARGE, 1981 WHITE 
HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Mr. Better. Mr. Chairman, and durable cohorts, I am delighted 
to have the opportunity to appear before this committee, especially 
on this panel dealing with followup. 

Before I conclude my remarks, I hope to have some recommenda- 
tions both as to procedures, the conduct of the conference, and also 
some possible legislative action by the Congress. 

I should identify myself. I am Morris Better. I am a voluntarily 
retired professor of education. I am a member of the national steer- 
ing committee of the Gray Panthers. I was the delegate at large 
from the Gray Panther organization. I also coordinated the Gray 
Panther activities and efforts with regard to the White House Con- 
ference on Aging. That latter responsibility began IV2 years ago 
when the whole process for the 1981 White House Conference on 
Aging began. , , , ... 

The Gray Panthers, as everybody knows, is an activist organiza- 
tion. Because we are an activist organization, we took a look at the 
potential prospects of the White House Conference on Aging a long 
time ago to see whether we could play our expected role, that is of 
a watchdog function, something that we characteristically do \yith 
all Government agencies and with our elected officials. I think it is 
important you understand my remarks in that context. 

An air of mistrust prevailed going into the Conference. That air 
of mistrust prevailed during the White House Conference on Aging. 
And it is evident that the air of mistrust still prevails. 

The evidence of that, humorously, when our plane leaving Los 
Angeles was delayed for almost 2 hours, we felt this was the long 
hand of the administration reaching out to keep us, the California 
delegation, from getting there. Engine failure, we even surmised 
that the warranty had run out on us. 

The clumsy approach to manipulating the conference that Jerry 
Waldie pointed out, the heavyhandedness of the handling of the 
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Conference, demonstrated the attitude of this administration in 
many things that they do. That is, when there is a choice between 
brains and guts, guts seems to get the vote. Unfortunately this 
time they met their match, as far as guts and activity is concerned. 

I would characterize the Conference, from a personal point of 
view, two ways. One, I missed a lot of naps during the Conference. 
And the other was very heartening to see a lot of people acting and 
talking as though they were Gray Panthers. 

This is a reaction, again, to the way in which the attempts were 
made to control the Conference. 

I would characterize the product of the Conference — that is, the 
resolutions that came out of the Conference — as primarily one of 
being able to hold on to the gains that we achieved as a result of 
earlier Conferences. We were successful in resisting the encroach- 
ments. But we were not successful really in breaking any new 
ground I think it is important to realize that as well. 

The Conference was also, as many people have testified before 
me, an exercise in trivializing older people, both in the way we 
were corraled and marshaled around — even to the Entertainment 
that we were provided. 

One of the best kept secrets of the Conference was how the dele- 
gate appointment was made to membership organizations. Because 
of my role in the Gray Panthers, I was concerned about how many 
delegates we would obtain. We had a hard time getting that infor- 
mation. And I guess what I am saying now is a little bit unique, in 
contrast to what has preceded today, because I speak as a delegate 
from a membership organization. 

I did not learn until today when I talked to Leon Harper that the 
allotment of delegates to national organizations was 75, grand 
total, they were handed to the Leadership Council and told to dis- 
tribute them as they saw fit among the supporting organizations, 
not all of which incidentally belonged to the Leadership Council. 
Some of these membership organizations number in the millions. 
And yet they received only two or three delegates. I was one of two 
delegates representing the Gray Panthers. 

Gray Panthers are concerned that the efforts on the part of the 
administration to control and manipulate the conference be fully 
exposed. I commend the work this committee is doing now as a step 
in that' direction, and I hope they would see the necessity to pro- 
ceed further on this basis. 

As I had written to you. Congressman Roybal, and to other Con- 
gressmen who are on the Select Committee on Aging, the develop- 
ments that have been revealed here today introduce strong doubts 
and suspicions that the purpose of the 1981 White House Confer- 
ence on Aging Act to develop a comprehensive, coherent national 
policy on aging, together with recommendations for the implemen- 
tation of that policy, has been seriously tampered with, if not com- 
pletely subverted. And I would urge it is the legitimate role of the 
Congress to take a further look into that. As a matter of fact, it is 
really a corruption of the Conference purposes. 

The Gray Panthers, I feel free to reveal, are looking into possible 
illegalities. For example, invasion of privacy in the nature of the 
survey on the part of the National Steering Committee. The defa- 
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mation of character that came as a r(?3ult of being listed on so- 
called adversaries or enemies list. 

How nearly do they approach being illegal acts? We have asked 
the National Senior Citizens Law Center to determine what lati- 
tude we have in that direction. 

We are also exploring the possibility of using the Freedom of In- 
formation Act to see what documents can be obtained to further 
substantiated suspicions that have been demonstrated. 

By way of recommendations, and with regard to the conduct of 
the Conference itself, the effort to co-op the conference, I would 
suggest that the Congress make some determination of what crite- 
ria for selection were used by the administration in selecting their 
llth-hour appointees. Was age a consideration? Was the urban- 
rural distribution a consideration? Was gender a consideration? To 
what extent was it a complete disregard of the gridlines so scrupu- 
lously used previously with all the other delegates? 

I would urge the Congress to look into the existence of a delegate 
control sectiorv within the White House Conference on Aging struc- 
ture. 

It was brought to my attention, it didn't come out at this meet- 
ing, that a delegate control section exi3ted, and that was off limits 
to most of the people who worked in the planning of the Wuite 
House Conference, the staff. 

It is my understanding also that the responsibility of the dele- 
gate control section was to carefully build the membership of the 
committees. I learned, for example, that the first people to be ap- 
pointed to committees were people with business orientations and 
even notified of their committee assignments 3 to 4 weeks ahead of 
the other members of the various committees. I would ask the Con- 
gress to try to substantiate that. 

Also to look into what advanced briefing these delegates re- 
ceived, how the assignments were made, what responsibilities were 
doled out, what strategies were developed. And further, how were 
the expenses of these delegates defrayed. One California delegate 
brought two staff members with him. By what means were commit- 
tee chairs provided and analyses of the delegates in each of their 
committees so that they knew what percentage were favorable and 
what percentage were unfavorable. And, of course, how was the 
list, the so-called enemies list, the favorables and unfavorables de- 
veloped. 

I would suggest that testimony from many of these delegates try 
to be solicited and to collate all the evidence available to see 
whether these are really political ploys, or to what extent it bor- 
ders on illegal acts. 

With regard to issues, I would like to make the following recom- 
mendations. 

When the debate develops on the role of the private sector in our 
society, as the Government seeks to reduce its responsibility in 
social services to all segments, I would urge the Congress to see to 
it that movement in that direction be carefully phased in, that we 
don*t merely cut off social services and say trust us that the pri- 
vate sector will fill the gap. 
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I think if we want to get the private sector involved, then I 
would suggest that some careful legislative action be taken so that 
one moves in as the other moves out and not before. 

I would also suggest that we look to see what the potential is of 
age integration in our society. The 1971 White House Conference 
put its foot in the door. For the first time, it raised the question 
about age integration, about age desegregating our society. 

The technical committees preparedf seven reports with that par- 
ticular emphasis. And yet nothing emerged in the way of recom- 
mendations from the White House Conference. I would submit that 
that was due largely to the fact that much of our time and ener^ 
was spent in confrontation rather than breaking in new ground. 
Had there been no confrontation, I imagrine we would have ad- 
dressed ourselves to questions of age integration. 

I would suggest that also we would have addressed ourselves 
more fully to the matter of military budget, and to determine how 
moral or immoral it seems to be, as yesterday's paper indicated, a 
15-percent increase for military expenditures while they are talk- 
ing about 11-percent further decrease in the 1983 budget for social 
services. 

I would urge that the Congress at present do everything it can to 
resist encroachments on existing policies that affect older people. 

In conclusion, I would like to suggest one idea that may be just a 
little bit ahead of its time, but someone hais to say it first, and 
maybe I will be that person. 

I would urge that future White House Conferences not be ad- 
dressed to segments of our society, but rather to overriding issues 
in our society. So, for example, we would have a White House Con- 
ference on Housing or a White House Conference on Health, and 
deal with the issues as it impinges on all segments of our society, 
the young and the old. 

I will leave it for your thought. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you, Mr. Better, for your excellent testimony. 

As I go over some of my notes, I find that you three gentlemen 
with vast experience in various universities have similar philos- 
ophies. You are united with regard to the future of the Conference, 
the future of the senior citizens. 

However, I find that there has to be some clarification on some 
of the statements that were made. 

You all agree that senior citizens should continue in their in- 
volvement. The clarification needed is in the type of involvement. 

Dr. Stanford, I think you said that the involvement should be 
formal. Will you tell the committee what you meant by formal? 

Dr. Stanford. I think one of the great injustices has been that 
we have expected the older person to volunteer or give his or her 
time to many, many matters. To formalize this foUowup process, I 
would suggest that there be minimal resources made available for 
committees to continue to work, to provide some kind of support 
for people to meet, to produce followup documents, to make tele- 
phone calls or whatever, so there can be some concrete activity to 
move the information to communicate. That is the kind of formal 
teeth that I would say be put into this matter. 

Mr. RoYBAL. What I would like to see is, of course, a committee 
of that kind on a national scale with perhaps representation from 
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the various States. The end result would be the formulation of a 
proposal of some kind that would, first of all, discuss the discrepan- 
cies — some of the things that went on that were not quite right — 
and discuss recommendations that would be made by that national 
committee on future Conferences. 

My main interest would be in recommendations that come not 
only from those on that committee, but, for example, from students 
who would be getting their masters and Ph. D.'s in gerontology, in- 
volving them fully, since they are going to be tomorrow's leaders in 
this field. 

You stated that such a formal commission would cost money. 
You are right, but if v/e don't spend it, we are not going to take it 
with us, and we are liable not to reach a consensus with regard to 
the problems of the senior citizen. 

I say that, in view of the fact that Mr. Better said that the mili- 
tary budget has increased by 15 percent, and that the social budget 
has further decreased by 11 percent. 

In viewing the budget cuts in education and social programs and 
comparing them to increased military spending, I see little hope of 
establishing something brandnew that will address itself as a com- 
mission to the problems of the aging in the United States. 

Let us assume that I am right. Let us assume, yes, there is no 
possibility of getting the funds for such a project. 

I would ask the $64 question. What else can be done to accom- 
plish the same objectives with perhaps partial funding of some 
kind. Is that a possibility? 

What about a combination of Government, senior citizens, and 
the educational community? Perhaps the taller could be involved 
in some kind of a commission, to do the job through a combination 
of partial funding and voluntary basis. Is that a $64 question that 
perhaps has an answer? 

Dr. BiRREN. I am not certain I can answer it, but let me try. 

One advantage of being a little bit older is that you do develop a 
sense of history. I attended the first National Conference on Aging, 
which was 1951, then the Federal Security Agency. I acquired little 
bits of knowledge along the way, I hope. 

The basic issue administratively has always been do you distrib- 
ute the issues of aging across all agencies and, therefore, it has no 
focus. 

Frequently it gets buried then because no one has the responsi- 
bility. They all claim they are doing very much on behalf of the 
aging, whether it is health, housing, or education. 

So there needs to be a focus with some notion of accountability. 
For me the final denominator of accountability is Congress. 

Now France has recently appointed a Minister of Aging which is 
an interesting development. It is along your line of having a Cabi- 
net officer. 

The cabinet officer, if there were such a post, couldn't do every- 
thing. So there is a question of how do you integrate the specialists 
and make them accountable? 

Now an example I like to use, it is a little bit homely, is the post 
office syndrome. When I was a boy, the post office in our society 
was a respected institution. You trusted it. It was a sign of respon- 
sibility and it only took 2 cents to mail a first-class letter. 
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Now, today, almost everyone is criticizing it, and it is run down. 
It did not take out what I would say is a desirable amount of 
money in its budget for research and development to improve and 
anticipate the future, about 1 percent. 

It ^fcSSumed that they knew exactly how services were going to be 
always developing. 

In this field we are going to have higher expectations of services 
in health education. So we have to reserve about 1 percent for 
R. & D. to make the future not only better, but more efficient. 

iNow the assignnient of responsibility is the issue. Under the old 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, it was assumed 
that you could assign these responsibilities to the agencies. I discov- 
ered when I was dealing with it that the Housing Agency did not 
want to have a health clinic in a housing project because they only 
dealt with housing. 

That kind of rigidity — well, somewhere in there I hope is a touch 
of something that makes some sense. 

Mr! RoYBAL. Most definitely. I think I followed you very well. 

Dr. Stanford, do you have anything to add to this? This being an 
election year, you can just say I agree with the previous speaker.** 

Dr. Stanford. I do agree with the previous speaker. However, I 
think we should take into consideration the existing structures and 
examine those structures fully to see to what extent those struc- 
tures can be used because I think quite often we assume that exist- 
ing structures may not be viable. I think it is how we use those 
structures and I think if we go back and take a look at the organi- 
zations and the public agencies that are now in existence, that 
most people know about, if we could ever put a new twist to those, 
and make those more viable, I think we might even save some 
money. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Mr. Better, what is your opinion? 

Mr. Better. I would cite an experience I had in my committee, 
"The Older American as a Continuing Resource,** where I noted 
that all of the deliberations and discussion had to do with how do 
we fit older people into existing modes and existing niechanisms. 

It was my thought that perhaps we could use the intelligence 
and wisdom and insights of older people to begin to explore ave- 
nues of social change, other ways of doing things, and open up 
^options. 

I think the more options we have, the greater the opportunity for 
self-determination. It takes a great deal of cooperation, certainly, 
between all agencies. Congress and the private sector and the vol- 
untary sector, but I think that is a direction worth striving for. 

The error I feel we are making is that we are terminating one 
element before we are tur ning on the other ones. 

In other words, it has to^ be a' coordinated effort so that nothing 
falls in the cracks in the meantime, and there is no undue suffer- 
^ ing as a result of that. 

i Mr. RoYBAL. One question directed to all three of you. I am not 
an educator, therefore I don*t know the time it would take for 
someone to make a thorough study of the conference and come up 
with certain recommendations in a proposal that would be made to 

, the Congress of the United States. 
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How long would it take one scholar, one, let's say a candidate for 
Ph. D. in gerontology, as an example, to complete such a study? 
Would it take a full 2 years? 

Mr. Better. You mean a study of what happenev-. at this confer- 
ence? 

Mr. RoYBAL. Yes. What I am interested in seeing is a young 
scholar somewhere perform the necessary study, get his Ph. D. at 
the same time, and then come up with the gerontologists's view- 
point of what happened. This young person should capture the 
spirit of the situation by talking to the senior citizens of his com- 
munity, therefore reflecting not only the opinion of the senior citi- 
zens, but reflecting also the opinion of that young individual who 
will be in a key position to do something about these problems if 
we are able to pass some of the recommendations that have been 
made. 

That is what I am trying to get at. 

I am interested in that approach. I would like to see the universi- 
ties more involved in this process. 

Mr. Stanford. I had a student who did a study for the White 
House Conference on Aging, although the output was lost, on the 
evolution of Federal policy on aging. And it took that student about 
6 months to get deeply acquainted with the literature. 

Several of the Congressmen helped us with materials. 

I would make a point there is a new concept in education and 
that is the team dissertation. I would suggest a team of three could 
break it up into digestible components and also be stimulating one 
to another. Two years is about the right time. 

Mr. RoYBAL. The reason I ask these questions is that I think we 
have facilities that can be made available in Washington for in- 
terns coming from universities to participate in such a program, 
but that internship only lasts 1 year. I was asking this question 
hoping that the time element would fit into the facilities that we 
now have. 

I would like to add just one more point. 

That is, do you think this is a proper procedure? Do you think 
this is something this committee can recommend? 

Dr. Stanford. I feel very strongly that that type of process 
would be something that would be most instructive for not only 
future conferences, but it would also be very helpful in understand- 
ing why some of the things happen, the way they happen in this 
conference. 

It would also give some clues as to perhaps why the recommen- 
dations follow the patterns that they follow. 

I think it would be very instructive also if you would have not 
only the subjective aspects of it, but a very good statistical account- 
ing of what happened. 

Mr. RoYBAL. That is the analysis that I think I would like to see 
because we heard testimony sometime during the day that the rec- 
ommendation made by my committee followed almost to the letter 
recommendations made by the so-called research committee that 
made recommendations to them. 

I would like to know why and how that happened. And perhaps 
an analysis of the situation would be most helpful, not only to 
those in the field, but to Members of Congress. We don't have that 

79 



75 



facility. We cannot get into this. I am just looking for a ray of light 
at the end of the tunnel, hoping that somewhere down the line 
through the cooperation of existing agencies we can get such a job 
done. 

If you have any final 1-minute statement that you would Hke to 
make, I would be happy to hear it. If that is not the case, we will 
then go on to the next witness. 

May I then thank each and every one of you. I would like to an- 
nounce at this time that we are going to go to the 1-minute session. 
The microphone will be placed in the center. When that minute is 
up, the gavel will go down. That will be the end of the statement. 

AH those who wish to make a 1-minute statement, please line up 
before the microphone, and be recorded as part of the testimony. 

STATEMENT OF LOIS HAMER, VAN NUYS, CALIF. 

Ms. Hamer. Lois Hamer. I live at 6912 Bevis Avenue, Van Nuys. 
I am extremely sensitive to the fact that we need to address the 
economic situation in our country. I am particularly concerned 
that a good deal of the information that is available in the needs of 
the country, both economically, socially and militarily, seem not to 
be coordinated. 

The Center for Defense Information in Washington, which is 
probably one of the most definitive areas in this area, suggests that 
between the Soviet Union and the United States we have the capa- 
bility, nuclearly, of destroying the world 43 times, and yet our new 
military budget calls for a 15-percent increase in R. & D. new 
weapons, and so forth. 

It would seem to me that we need very strongly to urge the Con- 
gress to be responsible in this area, take a good look at the needs, 
social needs that are being cut, and that we recognize the fact that 
survival in a dignified manner is much more important than the 
ability to destroy the world over and over. 

Thank you. 

Mr. RoYRAL. Next. 

STATEMENT OF AMALIA GUERRERO, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 

Ms. Guerrero. Amalia Guerrero from Los Angeles. 

I am a community worker in East Los Angeles. Today I am a 
little concerned because we didn't have more of our Hispanic com- 
munity here at the ^hearing. But I am very glad I came, because I 
have been hearing very negative things about what happened in 
Washington, and being here today gave me a little ray of hope be- 
cause I think with the caHber and the tenacity of the delegates 
that the recommendations that were made surely will be followed. 

I think one of the things I hear here is the lack of enforced co- 
ordination of the different services to the elderly and I agree total- 
ly that it should exist because there are services out there, but for 
some reason or another they are denied to the elderly. 

I want to thank you very much for having this hearing, and get- 
ting a more optimistic view of what happened in Washington. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF ZELDA ELIOT, PALM SPRINGS, CALIF. 

Ms. EuoT. My name is Zelda Eliot. I live in Palm Springs. 

I was a delegate to the White House Conference on Aging. I want 
to preface my remarks by saying I have served on another White 
House Conference, the one on small business. 

We did not have the problems that existed in this conference. I 
was amazed at what I went through. 

I think Mr. Better put it the best way. He said the time was 
spent in confrontation instead of breaking new ground, which is 
what happened. 

We arrived, the Cahfornia people, on Saturday. We did not have 
a plenary session until Monday, but all the time was spent prior to 
the plenary session girding for battle. 

The determination to have the votes counted after the session 
was over, there were 668 recommendations. 

Do you realize what time consuming and confrontations there 
would have been? It was an impossible factor. It threw all of us off 
just a little bit. 

I don't think any of us worked £is efficiently as we would have. 
Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 

STAV? MEST OF FRANK DWYER, SANTA MARIA, CALIF. 

Mr. DwYER. Frank Dwyer from Santa Maria. 

I am glad I have the opportunity to speak to one issue. 

I think two priorities people are really concerned,about — the eco- 
nomic problem of inflation, and the second is health. 

The health costs under our present system are excessive. The 
medicare and medicaid programs are not meeting the needs of the 
people. This is a very severe problem. 

The people are confronted with reams of paperwork. The excess 
of administrative costs can be eliminated through a restructuring 
of the entire medicare and medicaid system, and if it is agreeable 
with you, I have prepared a paper I would like to enter into the 
hearing today. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be here. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

Your comments and the paper that you have submitted will 
become part of the record at this point. 
[The information follows:] 
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;-.y r.£tr.e- ?rank R. :}v,yer, 1158 Via Mavis, Santa Maria, CA . 93455 
Sslegate to 'aHCcA, active in Area Agency on Aging, A.A.R.P., 
Hos-cital and Conv. Home visitation, etc. 

The Conference v^as conducted in an orderly manner, according to Roberts 
Rules of Crder. Possi\:ly, due to the shortness of time, some resolutions 
siibmitvcd were not discussed or voted upon by the Committee. 

I sumcitted two Resolutibns that were not discussed or voted upon. I 
spoke to the content of the Resolutions but the Chairman called me on 
uhe 'tine' stating I overspoke my two minutes before I presented the 
Resolution. The Resolutions I submitted were not considered. Resolu- 
tion # 162, page 13 of the Committee Recommendations is the nearest 
*in content. Exhibit 1 is the material I was presenting when I was • 
called on time by the Chairman. 

.Basicly, the issue is the inadequacy of the payments of Medicare, Part 
♦3' and Medicaid :::xhibit #2, a medical statement of S35. and Medicare 
paid 38.80. Also, I know of a widow who required a Pacemaker implant 
with 310,000. medical expense and Medicare raid S4,00Q. 

Medicare does not pay Long Term Care and it is impossible to purchase 
insurance coverage to pay 'custodial care*, thereby makeing many desti- 
tute widows or widowers due to life savings and a home being used to 
pay for ITC for a spouse. 

Also, the present system is requiring married couples to divorce the 
spouse who is in LTC so Medicaid(Medical) will pay the necessary ex- 
penses and the spouse can continue working to support children. 

It is accepted that Medicare, Part B, pays about 38?^ of Medical ex- 
pense and Part A pays an average of 73% of Hospital costs. Many doc- 
tors refuse to care for Medicaid(mediCal) patients. 

Adminstrative costs for the programs are excessive. 

Research thru Legislators, Governmental agencies, etc. does not reveal 
the Adminstrative Costs, reference Exhibit #3. shows Information is 
not availble to the 'Select Committee on Aging'. 

Unofficially, 50^ out of every dollar allocated for Medicare, Part B, 
goes for Adminstrative expense, leaving 50* for the Doctor who must 
p^ an^ estimated 150 for I^alpratice Liability Insurance, plus office 
pptfrS ilyn , etc., so how much actually goes for the Doctor? 

Presently, the British Columbia, Canada, system operates *on 4>i Admin- v 
strative Cost, providing 96* out of every dollar for the medical cost."^ 
The patient has freedom of choice of doctors, cradle to grave medical 
care, prompt payment to the VI£'^iA&f^» days) and this system is 

now in House Resolution #1lT4*wivlcn is tied up in a sub-committee of 
the Select Committee on Aging. 

The overall cost of Kedical expanse in B.C. is 6.2S of the Gross Nat- 
ional Product, whereas in the Uxxited States, the Medical Cost is 9.1% 
of the Gil?. Current excessive ateinstratift. costs by deductibles, 
co-insurance, Reasonable or CttStoiD^..ry P*t tchadules, the time delay in 
setting of new Fee Schedule* (9^ years),, dtla^ payment to the providers 
and the recipients, contributr to tht <ptoea8ive costs and lack of pay- 
ments to the recipienta. . 

Exhibits # 4 & 5 iriclai# t)ka''ftaC0lutiOi;i» J sukmit^ to restructure the 
Medicare and Hedic>a4 -S/<t».i>»^ V-;^ . i i^:; 

■ .f . f . i • 

', >' 

^ £/ht9^V 3/? 
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Ladies and Gentlemen: 

My statement will be direct. However, I speak for the individual person's 
needs. 

First the problem, the individual receives too small a percentage of the 
dollar allocated to the present Health Care Programs, Administrate ve- costs, 
insurance, etc., of Medicare Part B are approximately 50* leaving ^.Ot or less, 
'out of the dollar for actual medical expense. 

The payment under Medicare Part B is woefully in.^':let;jdte. Medical statejnent 
and supporting evidence is available to show a $35, medical bill the amount 
approved by Medicare is $11. 805 payment = $8,80. Also, most physicians refuse 
to accept payment according to the Medicaid schedule. Yet, as a nation we are 
paying out 9,7% of our Gross National Product for Health Care. The Canadian 
British Columbia Health Plan, covering 99% of the population cost is only 6.2% 
of the GNP, 56% less than U.S, The Administration costs of the U.S. Plans are 
excessive. Let us get to the root of the problem - excessive bureaucy expenses. 
We need a' Comprehensive Health Plan that returns 96^ out of every dollar, sim- 
ilar to the B,C.. Plan. Our Congressmen recognize the problem. Reference two 
Bills, Senator Metzenbaum, Ohio, S-1566 and Congressman Lagomarsino, House 
Resolution 1114 deal effectively with the problem, but, we have not given the 
necessary support. 

Whereas, Medicare Part A pays less that 73% of Hospital services. Part B 
pays less that 40% of Medical Services; because of excessive Administrative costs. 
The recipients of Part B are overwhelmed by the need to complete numerous claim 
forms and have limited recourse for adjustment or correction of errors. 

The Health Care Services are costing 9,7% of our Gross Notions Product, 
versus 6.2% of GNP in B.C, where a superior plan exists. Medicare and Medicaid 
recipients arc not receiving proper and/or adequate nf)edical care. 

Long Term custodial care is excluded by Medicare. 
THE Solution- 
There fore, let it be resolved, 
H That the present Medicare and Medicaid systems by replaced with a Comprehensive 
National Health- care plan for all persons presently qualifying for Medicare 
and/or Medicaid thru better utilization of the money presently allocated to 
these programs. 
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iiZ A cost effective delivery system be implemented with a cap of ^S% for all 
administrative costs thereby requiring a minimum of BSC of every dollar 
allocated to the program to be paid for actual Medical expense. Presently, 
the B.C. syslem is returning 96g of each dollar. 

#3 Eliminate all co-insurance, deductibles and reasonable fee schedules by use 
of a review board, setting fees on a quarterly basis, computerize the 
physicians ai^d hospital billing procedure, thereby reducing waste thru 
the present bureaucratic system. 

#4 Provide "In Home" care services at the direction of the individuals phyiJician 
to enable prolonged independent living. 

#5 The Plan should provide custodial care when institutional care is required. 

#6 The private sector should be permitted to compete for the administration 
of the Plan with limited governmental safeguards. 
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* Omidsntil Lit* 



Explanation of Medicare Benefits 

Occidental Lit© Insurance Comoany ot California 
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SUMMARY - H.R. 1U4 NATIONAL VOLUNTARY HEALTH INSURANCE ACT OF 1981 - LAGOMARSINQ 

This Act would provide tots'* coverage of all necessary medical and hospital 
care, without limits, exclusions deductibles, for all Americans at about the 
same cost to the government as the present and projected cost of Medicare and 
Medicaid, which would be eliminated. 

The total S90 billion budget for the universal health insurance program in 
1980 is to provide $10 billion more than all expenditures on medical and hospital 
care in 1977, and would be shared equally between subscribers' premiums and U.S. 
Treasury general funds. Premiums wou»d range from a maximum of 325 a month for 
adults and $12.50 a month for children down\o a minimum of $3 for adults and $1.50 
for children, depending on family income, averaging about $17.50 a month per person 
or a total of S45 billion a year for 215 million Americans. The government's 
matching share of the cost, $45 billion, would be about the same as the projected 
cost of Medicare and Medicaid in 1980. 

Enrollment and participation in the Insurance plan both by subscribers and 
doctors would be voluntary. Any compulsory system would entail much higher admin- 
istrative costs for collection and enforcement and also result in an increased 
demand for unnecessary medical services which would eventually lead to direct 
government intervention in the delivery of health care. 

Employers could pay all or part of their employees' premiums and local 
governments could "buy in" to the plan at the lowest premium levels for welfare 
recipients. Enrol lees would choose their own doctors or could elect to receive 
all of their health care from a Health Maintenance Organization (HMO). 

In effect, the plan calls for a negotiated annual contract between the 
government and the medical profession under which the government's role would be 
strictly limited to paying the biv^ls and the doctors would have sole responsibility 
for policing the system within a total budget. If the doctors failed to control 
the cost of piedical and hospital services and the outflow of payments exceeded the 
inflow of premiums and matching funds, all participating doctors would have to 
accept reduced fees. The projected budget for 1980 allows a total of S31.5 
billion for medical expenses, an average of $90,000 a year for each of 350,000 
ohysicians. In addition, operation of the program would reduce the average 
doctor's present office expenses for bill collecting and insurance by at least 
$15,000 a year. 

The program would provide the most practical and effective means of stopping 
the present rapid inflation in hospital costs, by greatly reducing administrative, 
collection and malpractice insurance costs and by requiring prior approval for 
all future hospital expansion. The plan-would require hospitals' to include all 
services and supplies within a single basic per diem rate for each patient, based 
on a firm budget and actual total operating costs. 

All enrollees and providers would be required to agree to preliminary arbitra- 
tion of all malpractice claims, which would substantially reduce the present cost 
of malpractice litigation, settlements and insurance (which adds at least 15% to 
the cost of all health care) particularly since patients would no longer receive 
the bills for unsatisfactory treatment wnich now trigger most malpractice suits. 

Administrative costs of the program would be legally limited to 3% of total 
funds and the plan would be prohibited from issuing any rules or regulations other 
than those contained in subscribers' and providers' contracts. 

By absorbing Medicare and transferring the cost-sharing burden to Treasury 
general funds, the program would relieve the growing pressure on the Social Security 
system and substitute a more progressive form of taxation for part of the regressive 
Social Security taxes. 

^ > ,^>peration of the. National Voluntary Health Insurance Act can be predicted with 
some degree of assurance because it is largely based on the 30 years of experience 
and proven principles of the British Columbia hospital and medical insurance pro- 
grams, the most successful of the 10 different provincial health plans in Canada. 
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III 1976. th« total colt of hejiih care In the U. S. w4i 
SUO billion or US I p<?r cipifn of w«ilcli USKyrr c^HtiUt 
p.iN for Ii0l(>lt«l lervUe ind Sl2l pjiJ for mcJIcal cjre. 
In Irltlih ColumLU. the tot*) colt of *\\ ht«l{h cirt w«l 
$092 million or 5)57 per capita of which tlji p*\4 tor hoi- 
plt«l l«rvlce and $10] p*i4 tor tnerflcil circ. Yet Irltllh 
Columbia relldenti ivcraged $01 more holp 1 1* 1 1 ii t Ion tKtn 
An'erlcjal (l.$ day |- 1 n-Koipl 1 1 1 pT capita cornpirtrf to f-diy) 
4nd >wcre attended by rorc private f te- for'tcr vice doctorl 
(1 (or e4ch tjl relldtnll compared to I for «ach 72$ Amcr- 
lc*ni.) Although th« average groll feel earned by the 1. C. 
doctorl wai Ull than their American colleaguel is7l,00O 
cornpared to StS.OOO), their rxdt Inco^nc wai more becauia 
they hjd about $}0.000 lell cxpenlei In collectlnf their 
jeel and pjylng for malpractice Inlurance. 

Iloipltalt colt «or« to build and operata In I.C . than In 
th« U>S. but th« Insurance p rogram a f f «c t i vc I y rCltraint 
hotpltal eMpjntlon and duplication, reiultlnq In a 9oi« bed 
utliliation rata co^ared to barely SOX In tha U.S. Lika 
th« I r doctort, I.C. hoipltall alio h«va virtually no colt 
In collecting their bllll from the Inluranca profran. 

fhe Hoii l/»porlanl ilnQla econony ln'^f^l.C. he*lth Inl' 
uranc* tytieffl It Itl cJitrePAtly low admin 1 1 1 ra 1 1 ve colt, «l 

Mhown Ull the bottom llrte of th) tsbia below. In I97(. admin* 
InttraClve axp«nlel wero 2.071 of tha amountl actually paid 

' fur medical and hoipital lervlcel, or about \f par tapita. 
tn the U.S., the total lalel and adml n I l t ra t I va coltl of 
ail public «nd privata Inlurance program (which paV for 
Id) thjn 701 of health cart) txceed I St of our total health 
bill or about WtiQ ptr capita. Ai itatad above, tha low 
4dmlnlltrjt ive oitl of the I.C. lyltem arc raflected In 
the tnlnlmjl pjpe.'><«rk ap)d cgl lection coltl of the doctorl 
4nd hotplt4)l. in the U.S., our encelllva Inlurance admin- 
litraClve coltl Impoit a heavy burden of papervork and col- 
lection expcntt on doctorl and hojpltali, thereby compound- 
ing the coit of delivering health cjra In thU country. 



Tha Irltilh Columbia tlOSI^IfAL Inlurance program began 
In and ciiveri iM acute, rrhobi 1 1 1 at I ve and eilrndrd 

care ai well ai out-patlent, day->urgcry ( emergency car« 
and home K holpltal renal dialyill, fatlenti paid only $| 
Per day whlla In holpltal until 1)76 wiien the charge wii 
Increaled t* \k a day for adultl. Tha program itio payl 
for planning, conltructloo t «ianoge«>cnt advica In addition 
to iOl of capital coltl of connuni ty-owned hoipltall. The 
provlnca paid lOOl of tha proaram con until I558 when ti>e 
federal lovarnnent of Canada began iharlng cnitl. 

Tha I.e. MCOICAL Iniuranca flan wai Introduced In I9() 
and ll leParata from the HOSflTAL program, enrollment ll 
voluntary and tha perion"*! reipon 1 1 bl 1 1 1 y of the relldenti. 
Monthly premi uni we rC I nC r ea I ed $0% In 1 97^ , and^jiM range 
froM 7S( Individual (Si. 17 per family) to (7. $6 Individual 
{J1B.;S per family) depending on Income. Tha fUn pays for 
all nccciiary medical lervlce, In or out of holpltal, with 
no llnltl* CKcluilonl, deductlblai or copaymentl. The fee- 
for-lervica phyilclanl arc relponllble for controlling 
utillxatlon of benafltl by all doctorl and patlenti through 
reCrolpectlva review of each doctor*i total bllllngi over 
a parlod of t Ina rather than on a c la In-by -c I a Im baiil. 
Thil lyitcM allmlnatel moit of the paperwork md delay In- 
volved with all public and p r I vala I nlur anca plani In the 
U.S. The flan alio payl for many non"«)cd)cal beneflti luch 
ai chlropractlr* naturopathy, Chr I t t . Sc I enca healing, drugi, 
phyilothrrapy* ayeflailel, etc.. on a limited Annual bjtil. 

Tha other ) provlncel of Canada alio h.ivr medical and 
holpltal Iniuranca flam financially atllstrd (he federal 
government but aach ll lomewhat different in ilic othcrl. On 
the baill of annual reportl. the I.C. fijnt ap|.e.ir to dclivrr 
th« itolt health care at the lov/elt coi t and the lent ilrjln 
on the provincial budget. In 1978. the I.C. government wilt 
begin a new )2S0 million home-care and ho<ncm4kRr lervlces 
program to round-out what It itatcd to be the moM comprchen- 
llva health care program In tha world. 
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iormjkt £or RttcommendACion 

CoDolccee on_ 



PROPOSAL #_ 

Offered by; 



Delcjate from_ 



(and cofponiored by Del«(aCes litced on reverie) 

Heleting to (if recomnendetion is an eaendmenc) 
Page line 



Be ic rasolved that: ^ 
V t-TiMric»- »->fflGtion) fehat) the present MEDICARE AND MEDICADt 
systems be replaced with a Comprehensive National Health Care plan for 
persons presently aualifying for Medicare and/or Medicatie 
through b^itter utilization of the money presently allocated to these 
programs? that a cost effective delivery system be implemented 
with a cap of 15% for all administrative costs thereby requiring 
' a minimum of 85C of every dollar allocated to the program to 
be paid for actual Medical Expense; that all co-insurance^ 
deductibles and "resonafale fee schedules" be eliminated by use 
of a review board for setting fee sch^sdules on a quarterly basis? 
computerize the physicians and hospital billing procedure, 
thereby reducing waste caused by the current system; that "In- 
home"caro services be provided at the direction of the individuals 
physician to enable prolonged independent living; that the plan 
provide custodial care when instituti^onal care is required and 
that the private sector should be permitted to compete for 
the administration of the plan with limited governmental safeguards. 
Recoamendaclons for IspleaentaClon: 
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STATEMENT OF ENRIQUE GARCIA 

Mr. Garcia. Good afternoon. I am Enrique Garcia. I was appoint- 
ed to the White House Conference by Governor Brown. Based on 
the miniconferences that we had not only in Los Angeles County, 
but also in the State, and the needs of the seniors themselves ex- 
pressed to us, this is the kind of presentation that I not only pre- 
sented at Washington, but what I am doing right now — I have been 
invited six times to make presentations of what to place in Wash- 
ington — in North San Fernando, Hollywood, San Diego, and I am 
being invited in two meetings. 

Basically we have a responsibility not only to represent our sen- 
iors to their needs, not on what we think, but also to let them 
know what happened and follow through. 

This is what I am doing. 

I think it is very important that our responsibility not end with 
the Conference but to follow through. 

Believe me, the seniors spoke there, and I have hope for the 
future. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF ROSE KIRKHAM 

Ms. KiRKHAM. My name is Rose Kirkham, member of the Nation- 
al Association of Parliamentarians. 

I watched the Congress in Washington on TV and I listened to 
the delegates today. It is obvious to me that the national officers of 
this society do not have any bylaws at all. It seems to me that they 
should have some. It would take a year's study. They should go to 
the National Association of Parliamentarians in Washington, D.C., 
and get a professional parliamentarian to meet with the delegates 
and form bylaws and voting rules and agenda, and then before 
they have this meeting, 6 months before, the delegates should read 
these bylaws and before the association votes, read the rules from 
the bylaws on how to vote, so you know the ballots were counted 
correctly, which obviously they were not. 

The parliamentarian should be sitting there with the national 
president advising them, and if they had some rules to go by — this 
is not an unusual thing. I imagine the first Congress that met to 
make the Constitution — Thomas Jefferson saw this and brought 
the rules before the Congress. The House of Representatives has a 
parliamentarian in Washington who could help advise. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT STOTELMEYER 
Mr. Stotelmeyer. I am Robert Stotelmeyer. 

liWOuld like everybody to know I am very honored to be a dele- 
gate to the White House Conference on Aging and associate with so 
many intelligent and well-informed people. It has been a real 
learning experience for me. 

I turned in an item'^I would like to be part of the record from the 
private sector that was not admitted due to the chairman not let- 
ting it in. 

I would like to make that part of the record. 
The reason I got interested in the White House Conference is be- 
cause of the plight of the people in the San Pedro Valley that live 
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in mobile homes by themselves, with no relatives and nobody to 
take care of them. That was my main idea. I hope something good 
comes out of this conference for those particular people. 
Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF GEORGE HAMILTON 

Mr. Hamilton. I am George Hamilton, appointed by Governor 
Brown to the White House Conference. 

I was proud to be appointed to the White House Conference. 
Since 1951, when the first White House Conference convened, 
much has been accomplished. 

As regards to the elderly, and speaking for myself, in behalf of 
the other retirees, since internal vigilance is the price of freedom, 
it is incumbent to each of us to hang in there and keep fighting. 

Thank you. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

STATEMENT OF LUPE MORALES 
Ms. Morales, I am Lupe Morales. 

Everything has been said, the negative and the positive. I could 
say a lot more. I was one of the delegates dismissed from the origi- 
nal chairmanship of the White House Conference on Aging. Also 
one of the committees which was quality of life. My concern is this. 

In the beginning of the White House Conference on Aging, it was 
expressed over and over again to refer to the problems also of the 
minorities, which issue weis taken away from the format on the 
White House Conference on Aging. 

I hope in the future conferences this issue will come, because the 
United States is a melting pot of all nationalities. So I want this 
stressed when we come and talk about it in the next Conference on 
Aging. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF CRUZ SANDOVAL, ANAHEIM, CALIF. 

Mr. Sandoval. I am Cruz Sandoval from Anaheim, appointed by 
your colleague. Bill Dannemeyer. It has been a great experience for 
me to get involved in aging, the fact that I now am one. I can re- 
member when this phase of life did not concern me too much. I was 
making my living and busy doing so. Now I find the concerns of 
the aging — I have been involved in the community forever, it 
seems, but now I have got to get involved in some other way and in 
fact it is with the aging I am now very concerned. 

1 am passing the word to places in our community that I am 
available. I spoke at some gatherings in the community. I will be 
speaking at Saddleback College later on this month. Also at the 
University of Fullerton, and I will never turn an invitation down. 

I am promoting aging, and to be concerned with aging. Thank 
you very much. 

STATEMENT OF IRENE BEAM, EAGLE ROCK, CALIF. 

Ms. Beam. I am Irene Beam. I am from Eagle Rock. I am a vol- 
unteer in the senior citizens program there. 
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I hear many of the complaints of the elderly. I heard on televi- 
sion the other day they are going to try to make cuts now in the 
convalescent hospitals. 

It will be very sad indeed. We have one man where I am volun- 
teering who had to sell his home and his car to pay his wife's hos- 
pital bills because she had not quite made it as a senior citizen. 

I am sure Congressman Roybal,. who has all our best interests at 
heart — and we are very fortunate in having him — is aware of all 
these problems. 

A member of my family was admitted to a hospital at 1 o'clock 
in the morning, went out the next day at 11:30, and the bill was 
$1,167.55 and that did not include the ambulance. 

I am surr ^^ou are aware of all the cuts being made and all the 
things that need to be taken care of, and I am thankful we have 
you in Washington. 

Mr. RoYBAL. Thank you very much. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I think you will agree this has been a 
worthwhile hearing. We have heard from both sides. We hope to 
continue this hearing in northern California, take it to other 
States, and then have also a similar hearing in Washington, D.C. 

When this series of hearings is finally completed, we will make 
certain recommendations; that is^ tHe committee as a whole. 

I hope that we will be able to get, particularly to each and every 
one of you who has testified, a copy of the recommendations that 
will be made. 

I hope we can also send a copy of the recommendations to every 
senior citizen organization, at least in the State of California. 

We will do everything we possibly can to keep you informed. 

May I thank several people for their participation? 

I thank first of all those who testified, those who made a contri- 
bution. 

I would also like to thank Miss Anna Edgecomb, who is the presi- 
dent, and Sara McClure, the vice president of the Thursday Senior 
Club which, incidentally, prepared the coffee and doughnuts for 
today. I hope you will agree with me that the coffee and doughnuts 
of coday were a lot better than the buffet dinner at the conference. 

I again want to thank Mr. Pete Cotti and Mr. Ray Servens, the 
custodians in this facility, who have been most helpful in working 
with our committee, setting up the room, and making the facility 
available. 

May I thank also Jack Perez, from the Department of Parks and 
Recreation, who helped in the preparation, because, without their 
cooperation, we could not have had such a hearing. 

May I also thank Miss Sheila Duffy, the young woman that is a 
gerontologist by training, very much interested in the problems of 
the senior citizen. 

And I bring this to the attention of those who are here because I 
firmly believe that the problems of aging should be addressed not 
just by those of us who have already reached that age, but by the 
young, those who are starting out, because if they are lucky, they 
will reach age 65. 

And it seems to me that they should start preparing for that 
time. 
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Miss Duffy has that preparation and I would like to thank her 
, for the job she did in contacting the committee witnesses, and for 
helping out strictly on a voluntary basis. 

Again, may I thank each and every one of you. The meeting is 
now adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 2:30 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 

[The following was received for the record:] 



APPENDIX 



To: Congressman Edward R. Roybal, House Select Committee on Aging, Congres- 
sional Subcommittee Hearing, January 7, 1982. 
From: Morris Better, hearing witness. 
Subject: Testimony given at hearing. 

Congressman Roybal, durable cohorts, I appreciate the opportunity to present my 
testimony at this hearing and, in particular, to suggest foilowup action to the White 
House Conference in Washington last month. 

I think it would be useful if I first elaborated on my introduction and further 
identified myself. I am a voluntarily retired university professor in the field of edu- 
cation. My affiliation with the Gray Panthers is in the capacity of a member of the 
national steering committee. I was a delegate-at-large to the White House Confer- 
ence representing the Gray Panther organization. Additionally, and for 18 months 
preceding the WHCOA, it was my responsibility to plan and coordinate delegate in- 
volvement and organizational participation in the WHC. 

It has proven to be useful for my own orderly thinking to perceive the conduct of 
the WHC apart from the productivity of the Conference and to assess each of the 
components separately—without entirely denying the relationship of the two parts. 
With your permission, I would like to proceed by giving you, first, my characteriza- 
tion of each of the components and then suggest what I deem to be appropriate foi- 
lowup action or implementation with respect to each. 

An unmistakable air of mistrust and suspicion prevailed going into the Confer- 
ence generated by a number of llth-hour administration efforts to coopt the Confer- 
ence. The catalog of these efforts has been properly detailed by preceding witnesses. 
This air of mistrust continued through the Conference as suspicions were realized 
and the attempts at manipulation were documented. The air of mistrust persists to 
this day with numerous questions concerning the compilation of the Conference rec- 
ommendation and the fidelity of the final Conference report. What began as and 
should have remained an open, delegate-controlled, democratically-run, non-partisan 
Conference became, instead, an administration-controlled, regimented, and highly 
partisan Conference. Fortunately, in light of subsequent developments, the adminis- 
tration efforts to sanitize the Conference were crude, heavy-handed, and woefully 
miscalculated the willingness of the delegates to be timid and submissive. 

I would like to note that, in its own militancy, the Gray Panthers moved its regu- 
larly-scheduled biennial convention from California to Washington in order to pro- 
vide a presence during and to influence the conduct of the WHC. We noted that other 
membership organizations as well as individual delegates came to Washington in no 
mood to be manipulated or trivialized. It was a matter of great personal satisfaction 
to see so many people who were not Gray Panthers talk and act as though they 
were. It was abundantly clear that the llth-hour move to control the Conference 
proved to be counterproductive. Instead of polite submissiveness, the delegates dem- 
onstrated justifiable indignation and anger and a suspected, but heretofore, unevi- 
denced degree of militancy. 

With respect to the recommendations and resolutions, I would characterize the 
productivity of the Conference as having successfully resisted encroachment upon 
the programs and benefits of the past decades. It was a "holding action" that trans- 
lates into a major victory, given the climate of the Conference and of the economy 
as well. However, it is somewhat regrettable that, except for a few minor examples, 
no significant new ground was broken. I am inclined to attribute this to tho fact 
that so much time was spent in confrontation that new directions affecting the wel- 
fare of our older population could not be delineated or considered. As examples, two 
areas that merited consideration were: (1) the improvement of intergenerational 
harmony and cooperation and (2) the relationship and impact of military appropri- 
ations on the quality of life of older persons and all segments of the population. 
Both of these areas received a fair measure of consideration in State House Confer- 
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ences and the idea of an age-integrated society was the topic of seven technical 
papers that were prepared for the WHC. 

Nevertheless, it cannot be minimized that many excellent recommendations did 
emerge from the deliberations and that a respectable blueprint for legislative con- 
sideration and enactment into public policy on issues affecting America's older pop- 
ulation does now exist. 

The final report of the WHCOA and the recommendations of the Secretary of the 
Department of Health and Human Services is not due for several months. There are 
actions that, in my opinion,' the Congress can realistically pursue at this time as 
well as after the appearance of the report. The suggestions that I would like to pro- 
pose to this committee are directed, in the first instance, to the procedures and con- 
duct of the Conference and the Conference planning and, in the second instance, to 
the recommendations the Conference delegates generated or failed to generate. 

Because of time considerations, I would urge that the House Select Committee on 
Aging or its appropriate subcommittee address the matter of Conference planning 
and Conference control— expanding, if you will, on the task so auspiciously begun by 
your subcommittee. Such an expanded hearing should seek to determine and collate 
all evidence and allegations of impropriety, irregularities, or illegalities engaged in 
by administration officials in their efforts to coopt this Congressionally-authorized 
Conference; to disorganize the duly elected and chosen grass roots delegates; and to 
produce a sanitized set of recommendations that would not prove embarrassing to 
the administration and administration policies. Such a hearing should gather testi- 
mony on, but not limited to, the following evidence and/or allegations: 

(1) The existence of delegate control or delegate services section within the WHC 
planning organization; that this section operated under strict security and was off- 
limits except to approved personnel. 

(2) The careful ''building" of committee membership, with initial assignments to 
favored or approved delegates; that these" were provided early notification of their 
assignments while other, subsequent assignments were delayed until the last week; 
that there was "packing" of specific committees with high numbers of hand-picked 
delegates. 

(3) The criteria employed in the selection of "the 400" preferred delegates; that 
there was an apparent disregard of the population characteristics grid so scrupu- 
lously imposed on the selection of the earlier, grass roots delegates; to determine the 
demographics of this group of handpicked delegates: age, gender, minority represen- 
tation, affluence level, geographical representation, et cetera. 

(4) The qualifications possessed by the handpicked delegates, determining what 
experience or acquaintance they possessed with aging issues or problems; whether 
and where they mesh with established aging organizations or aging concerns. 

(5) The advance briefings and preparation received by these delegates; what tasks 
and responsibilities were assigned or delegated to them. 

(6) Provisions, routine or extraordinary, for personal expenses (travel, meals, 
hotel, etc.) for these delegates — i.e., the extent of the taxpayer subsidy for these dele- 
gates to interfere with the legitimate purposes and intent of the Conference. 

(7) The membership profiles provided each of the Committee Chairs; how these 
profiles and the "adversary" lists were developed; who was involved in the collec- 
tion of this information and the providing of this service; how and by whom this 
activity was authorized. 

(8) The allotment of delegates to bona-fide membership organizations that have 
commitment to the interests and welfare of the older population. Some of these or- 
ganizations (AARP, NRTA, NCOA, NCSC, AGHE, WGS, Gray Panthers) have mass 
memberships numbering, in some instances, in the millions, yet a total of 75 dele- 
gate positions were assigned to some 25-30 such organizations in totality; the appar- 
ent secrecy about his allotment (number, criteria, etc.); the reservation, in context of 
the above, of an estimated 400 delegate positions by HHS Department and WHC Ex- 
ecutive Director to individuals not involved or less directly involved in aging issues. 

In substance: to determine in what ways and to what extent the Congressional 
intent of the "1981 White House Conference Act" was obstructed and emasculated. 

And- now, addressing the productivity of the Conference — the mass of recommen- 
dations that came out of it — I would ask that your committee. Congressman Roybal, 
give consideration to what seemed to be a general consensus of most of the delegates 
and what received approval in the single voice vote at the close of the Conference. 
That being, that programs presently in place continue to be funded^so as to continue 
their operation and that services that have been provided be continued, as a mini- 
mum, at present levels. I would ask that your committee takes its cue from 2,000 or 
so legitimate delegates and staunchly resist any encroachment on programs and 
services already in place. This is a task for the present Congress. Political reality 
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would seem to dictate that any enhancement of services requiring new legislation 
will fall in the purview of the next Congress. I would urge, further, that your com- 
mittee provide the impetus for some followup action in each of the following specific 
categories: 

(1) Private Sector Involvement: that no reductions be made in budgetary supports 
that are linked to the promise of an eventual philanthropic participation by the pri- 
vate sector. If the philosophy of a government-private sector partnership is to be 

fiursued, it be done so as a partnership with defined roles and expectations for each, 
nter facing of government and private sector roles and responsibilities be made 
gradual, continuous, and without gaps that produce hardships for those cut from 
needed assistance. Government support should be withdrawn only with a carefully 
phased-in, concurrent program of private sector assistance. 

(2) Age-integrated Programs: that the merits of non -age-specific programs be given 
serious consideration and, to the extent possible, preference given to age-specific 
services. The justification for this revised emphasis be a consideration for cost effec- 
tiveness and the social objective of reducing age-stratified antagonisms. 

(3) Military Appropriations: that a vigorous challenge be mounted to achieve a 
more equitable and more realistic military appropriation based upon (a) identifica- 
tion and elimination of waste, inefficiency, mismanagement, fraud, and distorted 
priorities within the defense establishment; and (b) an examination of the impact 
of military escalation on the quality of life for older persons and other segments of 
the population as well; and (c) the restoration of reductions in military-defense ap- 
propriations to human service programs assisting those in need of assistance: minor- 
ities, disabled, students, unemployed, the un-well, and the older population as well. 

I would like to conclude with one final recommendation for followup action that, 
hopefully, would influence any plans for a White House Conference ten years hence 
or, for that matter, any future similar conference. I would hope that this is an idea 
whose time will come before this decade is over. What I would submit for your seri- 
ous consideration is that we no longer have any White House Conference focusing, 
as to date, on the problem of portions of our population— such as Conferences on 
Aging, on Children and Youth, on Families, etc. In its stead, I would propose that 
major White House Conferences in the future be addressed to a specific nation-wide 
problem of general concern. As examples: a White House Conference on Health, a 
White House Conference on Poverty, a White House Conference on Housing, etc. It 
would be the purpose of such a Conference to provide a grass roots blueprint for 
dealing with the problem/issue as it impacts on all segments of our society. It 
should be kept in mind that even if we solved the housing/health/poverty problems 
for older persons, there would still be a housing/ health /poverty problems for others. 
In contrast, if we successfully addressed and handled these problems on a broad, so- 
cietal basis, we would be solving these problems for older persons in the process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to put my suggestions for followup forward for you 
record and subsequent consideration. I hope that you and the members of the Select 
Committee on Aging see these as reasonable recommendations and worthy of con- 
sideration . 



January 6, 1982. 

Mr. Henry Lozano, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dear Mr. Lozano: Enclosed please find copy of the front page of a newsletter of 
which I am the editor, giving my evaluation of the White House Conference. 

I am sorry I cannot get to the hearing Congressman Roybal is conducting January 
7, 1982, ancf that I was unable to get this material to you sooner, but I would like to 
have it included in the complete recording of Mr. Roybal's hearing. 
Thank you, 

Esther Coleman. 

Enclosure. 

The White House Conference on Aging 

Was the White House Conference on Aging (WHCOA) a success or a failure? This 
is difficult to know. Some of the occurrences that I believe made it a failure and 
others a success are described below. What effect it will have on future Government 
policy is yet to be seen. 

The Reagan administration's efforts to control the WHCOA are well known. The 
Conference rules, the last minute appointment of over 400 additional delegates as 
well as chairs of all the committees and the Republican supported ^'survey ' of the 
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politics of almost half the regular delegates made it possible for Reagan's point of 
view to be strongly presented in all 14 committees, and for 3 of the committees to be 
heavily stacked. 

One of the arbitrarily established rules, that the delegates tried unsuccessfully to 
change, was that the findings of the 14 committees had to be voted on as a unit. 
Many of the 500 or so resolutions that came out of the 17 hours of committee delib- 
erations were contradictory. Some were good, others reflected Reaganomics, but del- 
egates had no opportunity* to vote on specific issues or programs. No unified body of 
recommendations could tie developed. No forward-looking program for seniors in the 
1980s was projected. 

How many and which of these findings will be distributed to the public remains 
to be seen. We do not know what the scheduled mail ballot to be sent to all dele- 
gates will consist of, how accurately it will reflect their true feelings, and what part 
of it will be published. 

Because of these factors, the 1981 WHCOA cannot be considered a very successful 
gathering. In some ways, however, the WHCOA was a success. The seniors made it 
so! 

The real significance of the Conference was in the battle the delegates put up 
against Reagan's efforts to control it. These were perceived long before the Confer- 
ence opened, and counter-strategy was planned. 

All through the WHCOA a good number of caucuses met. These were not only of 
State delegations but of organizations and coalitions that got together frequently, 
early and late, to evaluate and map strategy. 

There was effective mass action. When one of the stacked committees was about 
to vote for the Reagan position that only present Social Security recipients should 
get existing benefits, a picket line of over 600 people outside the meeting room and 
the support of Congressman Claude Pepper brought about a compromise. 

One committee voted their chair out of office and elected the vice-chair. Another 
voted to overrule a decision of their chair. 

The strength of rank and file seniors and of coalition action was well demonstrat- 
ed at the WHCOA, and it must be built on. As Maggie Kuhn of the Gray Panthers 
said recently of the WHCOA, "The agenda is not finished. We must finish it*'. 

The California and other caucuses that worked so well before and during the 
WHCOA must continue to meet. Delegates must give reports to all the senior and 
other organizations they belong to or can contact. The fight to defeat Reaganism 
must continue. Reagan's Budget Message to Congress in January will recommend 
millions of dollars of additional cuts in social programs but not in the war budget. 
We must be prepared to put up a tremendous fight and work with others in coali- 
tion to maintain what we have. To make gains we must provide leadership which is 
clear and fearless. 



The City of San Diego, 
Senior Citizens Section, 
San Diego, Calif., January 5, 1982, 

Hon. Edward R. Roybal, 

Chairman of the Committee on Housing and Consumer Interest, House Select Com- 
mittee on Aging, Los Angeles, Calif 

Dear Mr. Roybal: Enclosed is my personal report of the 1981 White House Con- 
ference on Aging. I have the good fortune to be in a position to compare the 1981 
Wliite House Conference on Aging with the one held in 1971. 

In 1971, we delegates were fortunate to be assigned to the committees of our selec- 
tion. In addition, we were assigned to selected interest groups. The discussion groups 
did not exceed 45 or 50 persons. It is ludicrous that in 1971, I considered the size of 
the discussion group too large a hindrance to participate. We were also allowed the 
freedom of selecting our roommates. 

In 1971, the California Department on Aging, then called the California Commis- 
sion on Aging, had assignments and all necessary resource material available long 
before we left for Washington.* In 1971, the Sacramento State Conference was one of 
involvement and stimulation. 

At the 1981 White House Conference on Aging, I am not aware of anyone from 
San Diego who received top selection of his committee. Nor do I know of any San 
Diego delegates who were given the privilege of rooming with someone they knew. 

At the 1981 meeting (held sectionally), prior to our going to the White House, the 
director of the California Department of Aging had not received necessary resource 
materials needed to train persons going to the White House. Consequently, instead 
of discussion on subject matter pertaining to the White House Conference on Aging, 
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Mrs. Levy ingeniously offered parliameiitary procedure training. It was embarrass- 
ing for her and frustrating for us. 

In Washington, D.C., the White House Conference on Aging was indeed an ex- 
traordinary experience. We were assigned to sessions that seated approximately 300 
persons. I was assigned to section XIV "public sectors." Logistically, the delegates 
were separated from the observers. The observers who had spent their own money 
and time were refused the privilege to speak and contribute towards the resolutions. 
The parliamentary procedure used in our section operated under extremely rigid 
regulations. The rules for operation that were a resolution could be presented only 
two pros speaking in favor of the resolution and two cons expressing negative feel- 
ings. It was very obvious and apparent that participation in this procedure was 
practically nil. 

During the first session of the committees, we endured two exceedingly long 
speakers who took up about 80 percent of session time. The balance of the session 
was used in establishing rules and regulations for operation. We actually had only 
two working sessions. The last session dozens of resolutions were passed or declined 
with little or no consideration. 

I realize that the major planning of the conference was done under a contract. 
The Mashman Corp. had absolutely no concept of working with senior citizens. 

The conferees were fed like pigs at a trough. Standing in long lines for almost an 
hour served buffet style resulted in many seniors being physically unable to tolerate 
this endurance contest. Many of them purchased their food at the other hotel res- 
taurants. My experience was, after standing in line for 1 hour and 10 minutes, I 
ended up with one hot dog and two little egg rolls. The cost of this meal was almost 
$23. 

Once again it was demonstrated by the lack of knowledge of entertainment for 
seniors. Kitchen band after kitchen band performed "for the old folks". 

Much negative reporting has already been said about election of the 14 issues as 
one package without benefit of voting for each Issue separately. 

I strongly believe that the changing of White House Conference of Aging staff 
three times, the continuous modification of issues, and the non-consideration "of the 
delegates should be strongly evaluated. 

Perhaps if there is a White House Conference on Aging in 1991, more considera- 
tion will be given as to who should go and how many. Also consideration should be 
given on the planning, logistics, schedules, and programs for White House Confer 
ence on Aging delegates. 
Sincerely yours. 



Congressman Gene Chappie, 

1730 Longworth Office Building, Washington^ D,C. 

Dear Gene: This is to thank you for nominating me to the White House Confer- 
ence on Aging. I believe I was an effective delegate for the seniors in your Congres- 
sional District. 

I have the following request before I get into my report of the Conference. There 
is this really very nice lady from Tyler, Tex. Name and address— Willie Lee Glass, 
2407 No. Grand, Tyler, Tex. 75702. 

If you could possibly contact her Congressman and have him write her a letter of 
commendation it would be a message she really deserved. 

Now for the report: 

A lot has been written about Republican efforts to take over the Conference but 
not one word about the fact that there were more Democratic delegates than Repub- 
lican. 

In my committee No. 2 on economic well-being — which committee was the center 
of all controversy t,nd demonstrations just below the riot level. It was never pointed 
out that Bert Scidman, a nominee from the Federal Commission on Aging (not an 
elected delegate by seniors) (also a category that applies to me) who is a labor 
leader, a Democrat and a far left liberal did his best as part of the New York dele- 
gation, to take over our committee. He was repeatedly defeated and the reason 
which the news media failed to refer to is real simple. The delegates were first 
seniors and second politicians and there is the secret of the excellent performance of 
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the Conference. I am really proud to have been associated with so many dedicated 
seniors. 

I went to the Conference with four measures to be introduced. My first was a 
change in the social security payment structure (copy attached), defeated because it 
was against the committee's resolution of no change in social security. 

My second to raise minimum on S.S.I, recipient's funds on hand from % .500 to 
$2,500 was approved. 

My third amendment to Older Americans Act (copy attached) and my fourth on 
Funding Of Triple A's (copy attached) were judged to be outside the agenda for this 
committee. 

Now I wish to address goals and objectives for the fut'^re. 

First for 1991 White House Conference on Aging to be handled by NRTA-AARP 
and not by any political or bureaucratic branch; that also delegates be limited to 
one for each AAA and the United States of America and that there be no observers. 

That the agenda be in place 18 months ahead of time and the delegates be elected 
18 months ahead and that they then within 12 months review and purify the 
agenda. 

That no Federal funds be used for the many mini-conferences that address only 
the problems of providers and do not in any way enhance programs for seniors. I 
have observed a great change in the attitudes and approaches by seniors and that a 
more forceful and experienced group of seniors is in the process of taking over from 
the old political hacks that have kept senior programs from going ahead. 

That there is more than adequate funds being appropriated by the Congress to do 
the job provided that funds are properly used. A case in point is the millions of dol- 
lars being used to give fringe benefits to provider's employees. I can document such 
things as 4 week paid vacations, fictitious consultant fees, etc. 

I feel that it will take the next ten years to clean up all the misuse of funds. 

Now 1 have been, severely criticized for my position that only seniors should be in 
the policy making area. My position was surely supported by the absolute degrading 
demonstration Thursday, December 3rd, led by a 24 year old Iranian from Ventura 
County in California and looked just like the hostage demonstrations of a year ago 
and there is no place among seniors for this type of demonstration. 

Dear Gene, I feel this is a good run down on the senior picture as well as the 
White House Conference. There are many other matters to be addressed but they 
will have to wait. 

Respectfully yours, 

Harry Doughty. 

Enclosures. 

Delegate Doughty, California. 

That all funding for AAA should follow the pattern set by CETA and Revenue 
Sharing by going from Washington, D.C. to county of use earmarked for seniors 
only. 

As we are going to have more seniors but no more funds this will increase the 
number of dollars reaching seniors. 
Delegate Doughty, California. 

The language to be changed to eliminate the use of least advantaged, as this tends 
to give impression that this is welfare which the AOA is not supposed to be. Also 
most needy. 

This will make it possible for AAA to solicit funds from the private sector without 
the tinge of welfare casting a cloud over their efforts. 

Rejected 

format for recommendation; committee on economic welxrbeing 
Be it resolved, That: 

To put the base back to 1950 eliminating aid to childrens education and other 
fringes not in original bill then. Have Congress approve the following schedule. 

Any single or couple up to $499 per month in benefits not be affected and their 
CPI remain in effect. 

If up to $599 per month no change except their CPI limits to 5 percent. 

If up to $699 per month no change except No. CPL 

If up to $799 per month a cut of 5 percent. 

If over $799 per month a 10 perent cut to be effected. 

This puts Social Security back on track. 
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Green Thumb, Tnc, 
Arlington, Va., January IS, 1982, 

Hon. Edward Roybal, 

Chairman, House^Select Committee on Aging, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, RC 

Dear Congressman: I regret that I was unable to testify in person at the hearing 
which you conducted last week in Los Angeles, Calif. 

I am, however, extremely interested and gratified that you called the hearing to 
review the White House Conference on Aging. I, too, am most interested in doing 
everything possible to make this conference productive. 

In that spirit, we are submitting written testimony to be included as part of your 
hearing's record. If I can be of any further assistance to you or to Chairman Pepper, 
please call. 

Sincerely, 

Carl A. Larson, President, 

Enclosure. 

Statement By Carl A. Larson 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for inviting Green Thumb to testify today. 

Green Thumb, Inc. sponsored by the National Farmers Union, is a rural-based 
employment and training program, funded under title V of the Older Americans 
Act by the U.S. Department of Labor to employ parttime nearly 17,000 older rural 
Americans in 45 States, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Our program 
offers meaningful work and training in community service jobs for rural persons 
who are poor and at least age 55. Placement into unsubsidized private and public 
sector jobs is an integral part of Green Thumb's efforts as we help participants de- 
velop skills to market their years of experience and talent. 

Green Thumb, now in its 16th year of operation, is one of eight national title V 
contractors and the only one focusing exclusively on ways to stimulate rural em- 
ployment and strengthen the rural economy. 

We are testifying here today because of our deep commitment to rural older per- 
sons and our involvement in the 1981 White House Conference on Aging. 

Nearly 2 years ago Green Thumb was designated by the 1981 White House Con- 
ference on Aging to serve as the official covenor of six rural mini-conferences serv- 
ing all 50 States and U.S. trust territories. The mini-conferences involving over 2000 
"grass roots" participants were held during September, October, and November of 
1980. 

Our organization was selected because of our concern and experience in develop- 
ing and implementing programs and services focused on the needs of poor, older, 
rural citizens. 

Our rural mini-conference activities were conducted under the theme "Rural 
America: Coming of Age" to preserve their integrity and impartiality. We sought to 
bring individuals and organizations together, often for the first time, to focus atten- 
tion only on concerns of the rural elderly. The process produced positive, if not un- 
expected results, as the attached report indicates. 

Rural America Coming of Age" became the framework to bring forward the con- 
cerns of rural leaders across the country who sought to make the 1981 White House 
Conference a success for all older persons including those from rural America. 

Green Thumb continued its role as a facilitator through "Rural America: Coming 
of Age" as we prepared for the December conference. Contributions were raised 
from 21 States to defray the costs of the establishment of "Rural Centers" at the 
two White House Conference hotels. 

Technical support, typing. Xeroxing and general assistance were provided to all 
delegates and observers. We also published a daily newspaper during the 3 days of 
the Conference to objectively highlight committees' proceedings. 

Since 1978 when Congress passed and President Carter signed the law niandating 
a 1981 White House Conference on Aging, there was a resurgence of hope that it 
would refine and redirect many of our aging programs that emerged in the early 
and mid-1970's. "Special interest" and minority groups whose concerns had too long 
been given too little attention felt that the processes established for this conference 
were better designed to give closer examination to the unique needs of various seg- 
ments of the aging population. 

Over 30 topics were identified as* issues through all the mini-conferences. They 
were, in turn, delivered in reports and, recommendations to the White House Con- 
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ferences on Aging staff bv February 15, 1981. A great deal of planning and hard 
work by literally thousands of local, State and Federal leaders took place. 

Subsequent to the change of administration in Washington, manv changes in the 
procedures and processes for the 1981 Conference were made. The four regional del- 
egate Conferences scheduled for August 1981 were abruptly cancelled. Conference 
changes took place at all levels, and, of course, in the top WHCOA leadership. 

It was expected by all who participated in the forums, mini-conferences and tech- 
nical committees that the results of each of these several undertakings would 
become the basis for study and analysis bv delegates appointed to the 1981 Confer- 
ence in Washington. In fact, what actually happened during the chaotic period of 
the Conference reorganization and restructuring was the delay of vital information 
needed by delegates to make sound decisions during their deliberations. Unfortu- 
nately, reports of the technical committees and mini-conferences were not distribut- 
ed until clelegates registered at the Conference, much too late to be read and uti- 
lized during the Conference. 

Given the assurance of being able to vote on all of the issues, delegates were agam 
confused by rules which permitted one vote only on the acceptance or rejection of 
the report of each of the 14 comiiiittees. 

Then the late decision was made which assured each delegate that they would be 
given opportunity to vote separately on each individual resolution by mail from 
home following the Conference. 

On December 22nd, immediately prior to the Christmas and the New years holi- 
day, a thick document containing 668 recommendations was mailed to each delegate 
requesting their written response on each of the 668 recommendations. They were 
instructed to respond by January 22, 1982. This date does not permit delegates the 
opportunity to vote on each recommendation, only to labor through a written state- 
ment for each of 668 newly named "recommendations". Further, delegates were not 
voting on previously proposed resolutions as they were originally told, but were 
being asked to "recommend" until their writing arms became exhausted. In addi- 
tion, there was no offer of technical assistance. In fact, delegates were informed in a 
brief cover letter that required response forms did not allow enough space for re- 
sponding to the 668 recommendations, only to 110, They were advised that they 
could reproduce the required form at their expense. 

Mr. Chairman, we point up these examples not to be overly critical of well-inten- 
tioned public servants, but because we believe that much good came and can contin- 
ue to come from the national interest stimulated by the 1981 White House Confer- 
ence on Aging. . u u r i. 

We join with many others in recommending to you ways in which we believe post 
conference activity can favorably impact upon the 1981 WHCOA. 

Before offering our recommendations for post-conference action to strength dele- 
gate participation, I would Like to briefly comment on the rural "resolutions" which 
delegates enacted in committees. . r - -j 

There were 39 separate resolutions which took note of the importance of consider- 
ing rural issues. Tm attaching these to my testimony. As an added comment, eight 
resolutions focused on transportation, nine on the Older Americans Act and title V, 
five were concerned with housing, three with rural health, and nine with service 
delivery and outreach to older rural people. This was extremely gratifying to us and 
important to rural citizens. There was, however, one resolution on title V of the 
Older Americans Act which was passed in committee Nj. 3 but not reported. This is 
a concern to us and we are attaching that resolution for your information. It is this 
commitment to a thorough consideration of the issues that we want to see contin- 
ued. We, therefore, recommend that the White House Conference: 

Provide each delegate with a full and complete set of all resolutions— the pream- 
ble and the recommendations— proposed by the Conference, and establish a process 
by which they can vote in favor, or against each resolution by mail. 

Permit the release of data which will give a demographic profile of delegates by 
State, so that policymakers and Congress can more fairly assess the recommenda- 
tions of the delegates. r i_ j i i. i 

Be held accountable to Congress in reporting on the responses of the delegates to 
the 668 recommendation recently mailed to delegates, and insist that the WHCOA 
leadership establish a process by which such information will be processed, synthe- 
sized, and become part of the final report of the 1981 WHCOA. We estimate that a 
response by each delegate to each of the 668 recommendations could result in over 
2,300,000 statements. 

Extend immediately the response date to the Conference recommendations from 
January 22, 1982 to March 15, 1982, to allow the opportunity to mobilize a network 
of technical assistance and allow the extra time to delegates to complete their re- 
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sponieB. We are requesting this in a letter to Betty Brake, executive director of the 
1981 White House Conference on Aging, a copy of which is attached. 

Provide a procedure by which delegates may review and approve the final report 
of the Conference prior to its official publication and release. ^ 

Mr. Chairman, we thank you for your concern and interest in improving the effec- 
tiveness of the 1981 White House Conference on Aging. This hearing demonstrates 
your belief that we can do better. Green Thumb pledges to continue to meet its re- 
sponsibility and commitment to older, rural Americans and work with you to assure 
that the concerns of rural people are heard. 

Thank you very much. 



Ml. latty Inke 

Cxacutlve Dlrictor 
Whitt Houta Confarance on the Aging 
330 Indeptndenca Avanue, S.H. 
Washington, D.C. 20201 

Daar Ms. Braka: 

On behalf of Grcan Thumb 1 would lUe to express our appreciation 
to you for giving several of our staff the opportunity to btcotne 1nt1?'itely 
InvoWad In tha final praparatlons for tha 1981 White House Confarance on 
Aflng.. Because of this Involvement, we wtra battar abla to sppreclata the 
tine and effort that went Into Mking this dacada's conferenc2 a success. 

Ma ara tlso very pleased «t tha number end quality of resolutions, 
passed by the fourteen committees of tha confarance, which dealt with 
rural Issues. Me think this shows an Increasing appreciation for the 
unique problems which rural older persons face In health care, employment, 
transportation and In Mny other areas. 

As a delegate to tha conference, I an concerned about one Issue In 
particular, the time In which I was given to respond to the i68 raconnen- 
datlons made In the 14 committees. It Is niy firm conviction that asking 
delegates to respond by January 22, 1982, Is not enough time and that an 
extension to March 15th would be far mora realistic. I base this on tha 
fact th4t moit delegates are just beolnnlng to read tha resolutions and do 
not have a staff on whom they can call for technical assistance, as I do. 
further, the conference Is asking each delegate to respond thoughtfully 
to the resolutions, not make a snap judgment. It Is precisely this response 
that you will gat If the deadline Is not changed. 

I recall from our ninl-confarencas which Involved 2.000 rural eartlcl- 
pants responiiing to a relatively concise questionnaire, that It took e major 
effort to computerize thtir responses and then analyze the data, I hope 
that there Is a method by which the responses to the resolutions fsay be 




V401 WUion louteverd 

Aning1on.V}rolnla 22209 0703)276^750 



GREEN THUMB. INC. ' 



A Senior Community Service Employment ProQram 





100 




1' 



cofninc OP age 



tm MMm HOME ooNrincNCc on aoino 



•mANSPOHTATION 



mCOMHEWDATIOWi 



Nt propott • coaprthtntlvt cott <»fftctivt and acctttlbl* n«tvork 
which It • eontlnuua of cart from prtvtntivt Cproaotlon of wtll* 
^f^lnttntlvt cart at tht eowiunity itval for rural and 
utban tldtrly* 

Thttt ttrvlctt thould Includt phytlcal %n6 Mtntal htalth proaraat, 
ttnlor ctnttrt, trantportation, nutrition which includtt congrt* 
fatt tnd hont-bound stalt* bouting, aobilt unitt for rural bound 
trtat, rttpitt cart, hotpict cart, day ctrt ctnttrt tnd Z t II 
through eutrttch progrtAt. 

ZHPLEMCIfTATZONt 

1. Changtt in Ntdicart and Mtdicaid rtgulationt to broadtn all 
ntedtd availablt ttrvictt. 

2. Cbntinutd utt of Ptdtral fundt within Titlt ZZZ of tht Oldtr 
Aaericant Act* 

3. Strtngthtn tht bond bttwttn Ptdtral, Statt and local funding 
tourctt. 

4. Cbnctrttd effort to ttrtngthtn tht bond bttwttn public and 
privatt ttctor. 

HECOHMgMDATIOW i mntBSR 7-/3 

A conetrttd effort bt »adt to dtvtlop houtlng opportunltitt for 
poor end minority tldtrly in rural trtat Ittt than 2500. 

XnPLEHCNTATZONi 




trantportation Attdt* 




crtditc for ailccf** 
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RURAl AmCRlCA: 

COfflinC OP AGE 

rm WHITE HOLM ooNpencNCC om aoino 

WCOMHEWDATIOK I WUMBEK 2 gg 

MhAreAtf lack of adaquata tranaportation ia a aarioua problaa for 
•any rural aldtrly aapteially tha 50% vith lowtr ineoMa. 

M wKaraaa* fadaral and atatra aonay diatribution furaulaa fail to 
taka into account tha apacial rural problaaa of iov population, 
povarty# difficult tarrain, ate. 

Tharafora# ba it raaolvadt That Oongraaa authorita a mural Trana- 
portation adainiatration vithln tha Dtpartaant of Itanaportation 
parallalinf tha Orban Haaa Ttanaportaiton Msiniatration (UKTA). 

jECOfmgwpATiowi mmu^njjr^ 

?^fi?'*J*^* .V^^?/"^, coamunity afftnciaa ahould vork on tranapor- 
£5i alaarly in rural araaa ainca—in aoat caaea-^ 

public Boda of tranaportation ia nonaxiatant. 

XPCPLENDTTATZONl 

ttata and Local araaa 



»ECOMMEWDATlOW t HUMBER 7^ 

A ayataa of rural and urban Voluntaar Tranaportation program ia 
Daadtd for naedy aldtra* 

xnpLEnEmTisNt 

Thia program can ba devaloped by racruiting voluntaer drivers 
vith carar vho aarva aa aacort guidea to tha aaniora. 

funding by donationa of Fratarnal ark! Civic lOrganiaationa, aa 
vtll aa privata citiaana. .... 
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TRANSPORTATION 



HECOHMEWDATIOyi 



Vht rrssidsnt and ths O&ngr^ss should dsclsrs a national foal of 
providing adaquata, acetaaibla and affordabla tranaportation 
••rvioaa for all aldarly eitiiana aapacially tht rural aldarly. 
for aany oldar ptopla without acetaa to an autonobila or to public 
tranaportation^ thara ia no vay to ftt to a doctor, to a banic* to 
^ick up Mdicationa^ to ahop or to attand rtligio'ja aarvieaa. 
Juat aa diatanet aakaa aarvieta in rural araaa mov ceatly* it 
alao nakaa it aora difficult to raac)» thoao who naad acrvieaa. 

znfLCHcirrATXONi 

!• latabliah a national policy on rural and urban alderly 
transportation with a^phaais on tha apacial problana of dia- 
tanea in rural araaa* 

2. atordinata axiatinf tranaportatiou ayatana and eooparate with 
varioua public and privata aactora to ranova raatrietiva bar- 
riara to saxinua utiliiation of vahiclaa and raaourcaa. 

3. Stata 90vamMnt suat addraaa tha critical tranaportation 
naeda of tha rural aldarly* finea tha lf7X Oonfaranc« limit-, 
ad fadaral progi'^M hava providad fund a to acquira vahiclaa 
and provida operatif^nal funda to tranaprot oldar paraona to 
aaaantial aocial aarvicaa* Stataa suat aaauiit raaponaibility 
to anaura that tranaportation ia both availabla and accca- 
aibla to tha nation *a rural aldarly. 
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RURAl nmCRlCA: 

COminG OP AGE 

vm MMITE HOUU OOMFCACNCf ON AOINQ 



TRANSPORTATION 

, HECOMMgW DATICm i WUMtER. 



tUhtrtas tht rural tldtrly of tht Uhittd Statts art a growinv atg^ 
• Mnt of tht eoMntry's population # and 

tMhtrtaa, tht eendition of rurality i«poata aptcial and uniqot ntcdt 
tand hardahipa upon tboat tldtrly rtaidtnta* and 

Mhtrtaa tht dtfinition of "rurai:" aa eurrtntly inttrprtttd Mndtr 
tht Oldtr Antrieana Act eptrattft to tht dttriMnt of tht rural 
•Idtrly by trtating thta undtr urtan atandarda, 

thtrtfort, b« it rtaolTtdt Tht Oldr/r lUitrioana Act and ftdtral pro- 
trana affteting rural tldtrly chall dtfint "rural arta" aa ao 
atattd in tht Rural Dtvtlopmtnt Act of 1»72 ifh f 2-419) « aa a 
population dtnaity of no »ort than 100 ptraona par aquart piltr 
and tht privatt atctor ahall alao uat thia dtfinition* and further 

«bt it rtaolvtdi that tht privatt atctor ahall eonaidtr tht uniqut 
Mtda of tht rural tldtrly and* in cooptration with govtrnnentr 
ahall aponaor and/or pronott programa that will htlp fulfill thtae 

' nttdai 



rgt tht privatt atctor to tncouragt tht Pfff*9« of a <«d«5«^ 
(tTg., Florida fublic Uw 7f-ll0) to tatabliah a council for 
dinating and dtvtloping bttttr tranaportation to tht •Idi.rly 



to urgt 
law (t , 
coordinating 
in tht rural artaat 



Privatt tranaportation ayattm by voluntttra, and rttailtra of all 

^a ah9u;id bt givtn tft« incentivta for providing tranaportation 
or dtlivtry of oooda and atrvieta for tht aging* particularly in 



or dtlivtry of fiood 
rural artaa* 
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RURAl AmCRlCR: 

cominc OP age 

1«1 WH;TC house OONFEMEnCE on AG(H0. 



Employ merit 

JtrCOMMgNDATIOW t 



NUHfiCR 



•nploy tht oldtr •rorktr. ^ othtr iinlltr progrimt thit ^ 

KgCOMHgNDATlQM , 

ItUMBER 7/ 

J.«.r. union. ..„ior S.ntSj'^p^nfonV.'ir/Vo.'^rcr^'Ji^i.'i 

XHPLEMCKTATIONi 

.'t-S^J.-J-it^'t.'.' *" to t. continued 



MCOWHEHWTIOHl 



IIPHIER / C 5 

«t>« eannitta* btlitvti thit.thii nttion ihould ftihlon an •eonomy 
mnA .^bor Lrttt policy thtt ii age-ntutril and thit .ffieiently. 
2?2itivll5y b«.ntlyT and .quitibly uiti tht .kllli, •ntrgiei and 
!lrt ittltidtro? oidtr workiri. Suel, • poUey ihould Involvt i». 
pl5S.Jt.tiS Sy both tb. public and prlv.t. ..etor. Wh"* P°J- 
Icv ihould b. con.lit.nt with th. •cononie r..liti.i of th. coming 
d5«S.2. it Ihould b« -qu.lly con.l.t.nt with th. «o.l. o« Jiulty 
tnd l"tlc. InS includ. • vUlon of an to.rie.n -ocLty which 1. 
j;:.s"tM* in work pl.c. »».n In our ho..., our connunitie. 
•nd in.titutioni. 

■p.ciflc.lly. tb. CoMltt.e r.eowaendii 

i fad.ral aov.rn».nt, in coop.r.tion with .tit. and local 

Io!.r«VntV and th. priv.t. •.etir, .hould iaaedi.t.ly initiate 

I"?:!":?.'.?"; "Ji;- of pubuc t;. pouci.. to •n-i"-" 

• ri.ri to anployiient and to ancourag. wider aaploy-ent opportu- 
niti.i for older peraona. 
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cominc OP age 

IWWHm Mouse 00NF6PI£NC« ON AOINO 

Ewplovment 

2* 9ht Agt Dlacrialnatlon in dployatnt Act and rtlattd lava 
•hould ba annandad to provlda for full actuarial adjuatnanta 
of prlvata panalon plana and full awployar eontrlbutiona for 
^ frlnga banafita for paraona who work; bayond a panaionar*a 
* nonal ratlrasant aga or bayond aga CS, Thara ahould ba no 
^ . dlffarantlal in aaployar banaflt eontrlbutiona baaad on aga. 

9. Nanagaaant and' labor-^through eollactlva bargaining**ahould 
•upport ineraaaad opportunitiaa for flaslbla vork arrangananta 
•uch aa part*tUia vorx with proportional fringa banafita* aharad 
joba» adueational banafita to train for sacond earaara and 
othar aeponiiodationa vhich axtand worklifa for oldar workara. 
nta Congraaa should aaand tha National tabor Kalationa Act to 
ineluda axtandad vorklifa aa a foal of eollactiva bargaining. 

4* Th% Co«prahanaiva feaployMnt and Training Act (CETA) and othar 
yubliely aupportad training vocational aducation and aanpowar 
programa and aarvicaa* including tha O.t* .Eaploynant Sarvica« 
ahould ba hald apacifically accountabla by tha Congraaa by the 
yaar Ifll for aquitabla aaaitanca to all aga froupa or faca 
aanctiona. At tha aama tiaa tha Titla V (Oldar Aaaricana Act 
aa asandad)* tanior Conaunity Ciployiiant Frograa ahould ba 
aupportad and axpandad having provan ita utility and flaxibility 
in aaploying tha akilla and anargiaa of thouaanda of oldar 
eititana» aapacially minority and lew incoaa oldar paraona. 

i. Iha Padaral govarnaant and tha privata aactor pronptly ahould 
undertake a aajor raaaarch and diaaaaination affort to accoa* 
pliah the following objectivaa by ItlSt 

a. Develop* teat and iapleaent a utilixation atrategy foi 
age'-neutral occupational perforaance appraiaal toola. an( 
eorreaponding peraonal functional capacity aeaaurea fo: 
application to a wide range of current and expandln( 
occupational catagoriea. 



b. Xnvaatigate the coaparative coata and productivity ol 
warioua age groupa in diverae joba in the work torcei 
including better aethoda of aaaeaaing the value of aaturc 
akilla. 

c. Gather and ayntheaice facta related to the akilla, experi- 
ence* attitudea and productivity of aiddle^-aged and oldex 
workara and diaaeainate aueh facta to aaployera and widely 
to tha general public through the aedia. 
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cominc OP agc 



WH/TC Mousf confehemcc oh asino 



Emptoynient 



€• Hiddl«»ag«d ind older vorktri ihould b« cncourcged end •■■iited 
to prtptrt to enter ntw circtrif •■peclilly when unemployed or 
feeing unemployment In declining Induetriee or occupatione. A 
*8econd Career Sebbeticel* could be finenced through chengee in 
unereployaent Ineurence stitutee end tergeted to perione 45 end 
olderi It could provide for up to a yeer of full-time education 
■nd re-treining • Other irrengemente could Involve part-time 
workf together with unemployment ineurence peymente or caeh 
■dvencee egelnet future peneion entitlement! for employed per- 
eone. To be eucceeefulf the program will require etrong collec- 
tive bergeining eupport* videepreed perticipetion by echoole 
■nd college! f end, probibly, eupport through ■ government-releted 
treneitionel cmployiient program. 



The Committee recognizee that the policy celled for here conetituee 

■ fremework within which progreme cen be developed that ere mutuelly 
■upportive of widening employment opportunitiee for ell Americene. 
We believe thet with eppropriete fiecel, monetery end productivity 
condition!, the merketplece cen provide neerly ell the neceeeary 
jobe for thoee who deeire to work. But we eleo believe that the 
government hee en obligetion to be en 'employer of leet resort* if 
thet merketplece doee not provide the job needed. With countleee 
■ocielly-velueble aervicee to be rendered end with thoueende of 
willing and competent workere eveileble, theee neede end reeourcee 
cen be brought together, the economy etrengthened, end individuele 
with time, energy, ekill, experience, end a willingneee to continue 
to be of eervice cen be gainfully employed. To do leee ie to miee 

■ trenendoue opportunity — for one end for ell. 



CONCLUSION 
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WHTTE HOUK CONf E«nCC On AOINO 



MOOfUICMMTXOIIt ' 



lltJNBCR \Ci 



B« It rttolv*4 thatt 

AMtriea'a population la aging rapidly* Tha froving oldar non- 
working fopulatien la placing aisabla daaanda en public and 
privato ratiraaant Incona aupport and aarviea ayataaa* Con- 
aidarabla eoncarn oxiata evar tba axtant to which paraona of 
working aga can adaquataly aupport an oldar non-working popu- 
lation* XncoM Inadaquaeyt which Aight ba allaviatad by con- 
tinuad •aployaant of oldar paraona willing and abla to work ia 
a aarioua problaa for an Incraaaing niMbar of oldar Aatricana. 

Opportimitiaa that would faeilitata a prolongad worklifa (a.g.^ 
phaaad ratiraaant^ part-tiaa aaploysantf flaxibla work achad- 
ttlaa) ara Inauffieiant to aaat tha apparant daaira for amploy- 
■ant on tha part of workara on tha thraahold of ratiramant* 
ratiraaa who wiah to raturn to workt or hoaaaakara aaaking 
to antar tha labor forca for tha f irat tiaa or af tar a langthy 
ptriod of abaanca* Oldar paraonSy for axanpla^ ara undarrapra- 
aantad In prograaa daalgnad to anhanca aaployaant proapacta^ 
auch aa CtTA and Public tarvica Eaployaant programa and 
ratrainingf akill«updatingf and on-tha-job training projccta. 
Nagativa ataraotypaa about ability to pcrfora^ aa wall aa aga 
diacriainationf continua to raatrict tha . opportunitlaa for 
oldar paraona to raaain in tha labor force « to change joba» 
raantar tha workforca^ or obtain aignificant voluntaer aarviea 
activity* . 

Xn fact# tha majority of older paraona ara phyaically^ aen- 
tally r and aaotfonally capable of auatalnad^ productive work 
in elaoet ell fielde of eetivity* The public, prlvete end 
non-profit eectore, however , are frequently influenced by. 
erroneoue etereotypee* Older pereOne theaeelvee eleo often 
eccept theee eaae etereotypee end ere eoneequently dlecoureged 
froa deaending greeter opportunitiee for aeeningf ul involve- 



Sf older pareohe ere ie be encoureged volunterily to continue 
productive involvenent on e peid» eelf-enployed or volunteer 
beeie, opportunitiee for their involvenent auet be expanded. 

for the Pederel Covernaent 

The COaaittee on Older Aaericene ee e Crowing Netionel Resource 
orgee the Pederel Covernaent to recognise ite reeponelbllity 
tower d promoting eaployaent opportunitiee for older Anerlcene 
and to take tha leed in developing end expending progrene thet 
will anhance the aaployaent proepacta of thia eae _orouo. 



r 
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RURAl AfflERiCA: 

COfflinC OP A6E 

1M1 WHITE MOUU OONFCMENCt ON AGINQ 

E^nploywnt 

Specifically* th« Connittaa racomienda thatt 

1* Zn ordar to •timulata programs that promote the employ 
ability of older pereone* to jincourege greater elderl 
perticipetion In jobe programe* and to faclxitate thi 
identification and creation of joba for older peraon 
vho are willing and able to work in unaubaidiiad employ 
•ant« the 0* 6. Secretery of Labor appoint a Specie 
Aaeietent for Older end Hetired Workere* 

2. The U.S. Stete Biployaent Service end the Stete Governon 
eeteblieh e eeperete« ective eection for Older end Retirei 
Norkere ee part of the operetione of all Stete Employmeni 
Officee. 

3. The U.S. Depertnent of Labor « through the 0. S. finploymen* 
Service^ piece e mejor empheeie on treining« couneeling, 
job^eeeking ekille« development and plecement eervicei 
for older Americene* Whenever poeeible« older pereoni 
themeelvee ehould be ueed ee treinere« couneelore« ekll] 
developere, end plecement officere* 

4* The Mminietretion vigorouely enforce CETA legieletion "ot 
eny replecement legieletion* to guerentee edequate repre- 
eentetion of older pereone in CETA 'type* progreme end t< 
eccept pert-time employment of older workere ee en intri* 
cete pert of euch programe* 

5. The a.S. Depertnent of Labor eneure thet older peraoni 
are routinely end eyetemeticelly Involved in the edmini* 
etretion of CETA legieletion et local Xavele. 

6. The U.S. Depertment of Labor ehould recogniie end act 
upon the feeeibility of ueing older pereone ae trelneri 
in CETA programe, perticulerly thoee thet involve th< 
treinlng of unemployed youth. DOL ehould recogniie that 
older pereone repreeeat the greeteet and aoet ebundant 
reeource for teeching jpb-releted ekille and introducing 
young people to the world of work* 



yrCOfWENDATIOW i WUMIE K Sj"7 

The Senior Ootaaunlty Service Baploysent Program (Title V of Older 
Americene Act) b% continued In lie preeent form to help trein and 
piece low-Income older teerlcenei snd 

ttket funde ^ provided for st leeet 54,000 poeltlone*. 
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COmiOG OP AGE 



l^iTE HOUSE CONFeMENCE ON AGinG 



Fmployment 



HECOHMENDATIOWi 



HUHBER 2, ^ S 



Mhtrtat tht Oldtr Antriean Act tttablithtd State Units on Agin 
and Arts Agtneitt on Aaing for tht Planning, Coordination, Advo 
caey, and Funding Strvfctt for oltitr peoplt, be It rttolvtd tht 
tht Older Amtricant Act rtmaln a aeparatt and distinct ftderall; 
funded categorical program with no change to a block grant ut*.- 
tut. 

ZHPLEHENTATZONi 

1. Cupeditioua reauthorixation of OAA. 

3. Increaee the authorisation level of OAA to aeet the increas 
Ing neede of older people. 

3. Iht creation of a continuum of eervicee including family an^ 
community aervicee to aeet the unique neede of the aging, 
requires the creation of a cabinet level department of tht 
aging in the Federal Government to coordinate the varioui 
formal support aystems and to ancourage participation o. 
and provide aupport ti> Informal aupport aystems. 

KECOHMEWDATIQN 




IIUMBER ^. 3 7 



IMPLEMENTATION! 
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RURAl nmCRlCA: 

COfflinC OP flGE 

Itil yiMm HOUSE CCMFEHENCC ON AOINQ 



Eraploywent 



2. That tht AOA and Social Security Ad.lnlttr.tlon fona a joi 
tatk forct to ftatlblllty of crtatlng • ilnal.^^ 

'"JoJ'SlSJr'y -Ith th. angibil. 

3.. That AOA appoint a taak fore, to, vh.r.v.r poaalbla, Id.nt 
Jy and r.eoaa.nd th. aradlcatlon of fad.ral rul.a and r.m 
a.tlona. not aaaantlal to th. orderly, .qui t.bl. T^d Itt 
ti:;'f:«i"*a'h.""''a"t ^'ti'—- -"ortroJ^'i 

Srlli's*"! ''^'1 i'** Prtftrtnc" in .ting Src 



HeCOMMEWDATIOW i KUMBER 1^7 

Iteeognixlhg tht continuing need for lePerete categorical leglali 
tlon to poiltively lapact the lines of older Anerlcana, the Oldi 
Anerlcana Act and Ita preaent inplenentlng atructure should \ 
Maintained and atrengthened with apeclal enphaala on thoae olc1< 
peraona with the greateat aconoalc or aodal need. 

RgCOHMEWPATIOW i ItPMBER 5? 

Ke atrongly recottaend that the older Americana Act remain 
aeparate and dlatlnct federally funded categorical progran with 
changea by aubatltutlon of Block Granta. 



XK?LEHENTATIONt 

That the Adainlatratlon and the Congreaa be infomed of U 
reaolutlon and continue to heed it by both. 



Ill 




cominc OP age 



1«n MHfTE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING 



Housing 



lUECOMHEHDATIOWt 



NUMBER X/ 3 



k concerted effort be made to develop hou»lng opportunltlee tor 
poor and minority elderly in rural areae leae than 2500. 

IMPLEMENTATION! 

Congregate housing progrem (in which social eervicee are pro- 
vided saPs'rt o£ the housing package) needs to bs converted 
from demonstration to permanent status. 

Bisurs that Isvels of transportstion services for the elderly 
bs Increased and that special consideration be given to rural 
transportation nseds* 

Frssldent»s Commission on Housing provlds Incentives In out ot 
pocket expenses, assistance with Insurancs, maintenance, tsx 
credits for milssge. 

HECOfWENDATION i WUMBER X > > 

Gongregats bousing for ths functionslly Impaired ^nd the elderly 
be an altsrnstive and sn Important component of long term care 
and bs continued and •xpandsd. ttis fsdsral govsrnnrnt should 
allow communities to tailor congregate houeing conetruction or 
to convert portions of suiting fsderally eubeidlted bouelng to 
•est specific nssds of the locality. 

XKPLBHONATXONi 

.iGongrsss should provids sdsquats funding to continus ths congre- 
>9Ste housing ssrviees program at ths currant Isvel which is 
$10 million annually. 

Ths Mmlristration on Aging (AOA) and ths rarmer's Borne Adminie- 
t rat ion (fHA) should sxpand their rural congregate boueing dem- 
pnstration program. 

i 

'Ths fsderal government Should Provids ths statee with houeing 
assistance and social ssrvics funds to promots tbs dsvelopment 
of congregsts bousing for ths sXdsrly. 

An adequate proportion of ths funds svallabls undsr any socisl 
ssrvice or bousing block grant should bs sarearksd for the de* 
velopnent of congregate bousing for ths sXdsrly. 

T^at sll permanent and demonetration projecte utilising congrs* 
gate boueing altetnetive bs Sstsblished^ allowing ths privats 
asctor» both profit and non-profit sntitiee, free acceee to 
apply for frente and aid in inetitutinf such projecte. 
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commc OP age 

flilWMrrf MOUSE 00NFE«ENC£ ON AOINO ^ .t. 

Housing 

HECOMHENDATION i HUHBER ^ ? 

wh.p... alstv percent of th» n«tlon'» •ub«t«nd«r<S housing !• 
?^unS !n rVril on. out of four .uch unit. !• occupied 

by en older Indlvlduelr end 

Vhereee eupportlve eervicee ere fregtnented or non-oxletent in 
theet treeer 

fie it tberefore reeolvedi 

The Bousing Alternetiwe Committee reconraende to ^"^rcee 
eS the iminietretion thet reguletione perteining to ^^flerel 
viu bnv •i<««ri« hm BAde Bore flexible to eccorenooece 

If .iSerlv hou.ln,"nlt. u.u.lly funded by the '•rner.' Hon» 
MmlilJt^tlon My' n^t Vxceed forty-flv.. Wvelopln, Pro- 
wlSlna .upwtl" .ervle*. for .uch •m.ll group. »o»t likely 
wni noJ bf eo,7 .ff.etlv.. THK r.gul.tlon. .houW »»• "'"i"* 

Will not J^.V ».K«« ons locel rurel communitiee to combine 

"V eo!^l««, with .eeompenyln, ..rvlce., for th. .Werly. 
itor.o».r th. re.ldency r.qulr.nent for iOD project, in rural 

boueing.) 

WUMBER 3L y / 

HeCOMMEWD^TION i 

fcw- Ai^*riv dtfn their own honee end Mny of 
•inc. OY.r 70% \h. Z^"" V, ^^aV,;;, n*.d r.p.lr. .^SJI^'th- 
th... ho».. th. eontlnu.tlon of th. Com»unl- 
.rlt.tlon , w. V,-!.k' &-.nt D«ar.«. Thlt 1. th. Mjor piogr.n 
ty «»v.lopcn.nt Block &»nt pro9M^^ Identify hou.- 

i!r,'p'rUir-.'%^ 7rrid«"f«'nS: tVr hou.ln, r.h.blllt.tlon. 

XMFLtMEMTATXONi 

SSS r» 'iJ .uthorlLtlon 1.W1.. 
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RURAl AmERlCn: 

cominc OP act 

Y«1 VWHtn HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGINO 



RECOMMENDATION I 



Homtng 

KOMBE R ^15^/ 

k aaiiiDum affort b% aada at all l«vals of govtrnment to ansure 
that all alderly horoeownam and tanants , especially women , can 
remain in their homes, end be it further resolved thet Federel end 
Stete governments ahould aeintein end eipend the development of 
subsidised housing et effordeble costs for low end moderete incrne 
persons, especielly elderly women. Further thet elderly ti&..ien 
should heve e wide veriety of housing elternetives to hone 
Ownership end rentel housing. Including but not limited to mobile 
homes, ehered end intergeneretionel housing, end domiciliery cere 
end personel cere hones. 

IMPLEMENTATION I 

Esteblish e ainimum housing goel of 200,000 units per enum of 
publicly subsidised housing. 

Any fiscel impect resulting from this recomnendetion end or policy 
shell be set by eppropriete funding aethods end levels es to be 
determined by the Congress. 
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ENERGY 



.HZCOWIgNDATIONl 



' ODv«rnMnt« at th« MtmI, Bff and 2oc«l l«vtl«« adopt • com- 

rrabtnilv* upproaeh to •nergy-ralatad problem* which will rctult 
n sort r««dlly AVAilabla ••rvict« for th« tldtrly. 1t)« compra- 
hanaiv* approach ahould includa a commltMnt to fund antrgy pro- 
fraaa at flacal 19B1 lavtla* a comaltatnt to include conaarvatlon 
conponanta auch aa w*ath«ris£t£cn In all fad^Tal anargy aaalat- 
anot prograna. 

KgCOWirWDATIOW i IWMBgR 7- ^ J 

miaraaa It la a raallty of our Hm that rlalng aritrgy eeata bava 
joinad tha blgh eoata of food* Badlclnat and houalng aa nacecal- 
tiaa ef ilfa vhlch eontrlbuta to tha aeonoalc bardahip of aany 
aging Aaarieana. Ifbila it la claar that «• auat aaak a aolution 
to tha froving anargy criaia* v* auat alao bava Inatdiata and 
practical vaya to halp thoaa who bava bacoaa Ita Innoeant victiaa. 

frch yr Oongraaa anacta lagialation to provida financial and 
ethar aaaiatanca to low incoaa faraona with aaphaaia on tha 
aldarly and Infiniad. Tha currant program aa vtll aa paat afforta 
bava baan charactaritad by too auch fadaral Involvaacnt In ad- 
ainiatration* ovarly raatrictiva taraa aandatad upon participa- 
ting anargy vandora* and fraquant long dalaya In tha actual, 
aaaiatanca raaching tha naady bouaaholda. 

tttarafora ba It raaolvad that an affactiva anargy aaaistanca 
prograa ahould Includai 

- xt ff^ould ba a aaparata program* farmanant or of aulti- 
yaar duration* 

- Adafnlatration ahould ba eantrallied In a aingla fadaral 
agency but aora flaiibility and authority auat ba granted 
to tha Individual atataa. Tha anargy problaaa of tha aging 
population vary from region to region acroae the country. 
The etetee working In concert with the locel energy vendore 
can beet develop a workable progren for their region. 

' eateblieha«nt of eligibility criteria and certification 
ahould ba within the purview ef tha individual atetee. 

- Sligibillty ahould ba liaitad to thoea truly needed Aged 
pereone rether than beeed eolely on age' or Inoose. 

• All vended forme of energy ahould be covered* Tbie ehould 
include energy need for beeting and coolino durinn* tv*»4^- 
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cominc OP age 

tm MHTTC MOUSE CONFERENCE ON ACINO 



ENERGY 



Assist«ne« vuouXd % dlrtctly to th« •n«rgy vendor or b« 
based on s 7Jn« of credit extended to the vendor on behalf 
of the r«elpient. 

Aaalatanee should be available to thoae peraona wno rent aa 
well aa thoae trho own their place of reaidence. 



KCCOMMrNDATIONi </ g 5 

Adequate funding b« allocated to the Energy Aaaiatance Frograre for 
low lnco«e elderly to help then defray the exorbitant incfeaae In 
the coat of beating their honea. 
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Mental and fhysicil HeiUh/Long Term Cire 



WCOMMENOmONi 



WUMBEK } I "h 



»t it molvvd tbit tbli Oonf«rtne« rtcowMndi to th« Gongreii 
and tht Frti. to davtlop • nationil h«ilth policy involving 
faatrilv «tii«» and locil fovtrnmentiv th« privitt acctor which 
will eowr mil group* and vbich will guirintat all American! 
full and coBprthtniivt h«iltb atrvieai irrtiptctiv* of thtir 
incomtr allow eoniumtr acetii to inforaation and aiiura nitionil 
bailth plinning and control* 

XnPIXnCNT^TZONl 

To this and w* r«coaa«nd a joint Penita Bouia Subcoranitttt on 
Btilth and ^ging to bold and optn btaringi in avtry arai In the 
country in prapfiritlon for tha ntctiiiry ambling legiilition* 

MCOHMEWPATIOW l mm»g R > X */ 

ttM financial rtioureei of 2oc«l« ititt » govtrnaent and iniurincci 
ba fid designed thAt fimily »eniheri ba piid a vige for caring for 
elderly loved oneif If they deiire to heep them at borne. 

XNFLCKENTATZONi 

The fundtng aourc^ie ahould be the aeme thrs^ presently ueed 
for outeidere. Tt^e only chinge ie the funding of a family 
■enber Ineteed of an outiide caretiker* 



KtCOHMENDXTION l WUMBEJT^ 



Ibe one greet need of the alderly in ruril areii ie boaeiLakere and 
boae beelth cere aervice. The hoaemeker will lupplement the now 
•dieting boaemaker aervice provided by Social Security and a van 
ataffed and aquipptd to travel over one or aore count lae ■ topping 
at aenior cititen centere» reet boaee* and low incoae boueing to 
provide ainor teete auch ae blood preeeure* urine » flaucoacv and 
aiallir teete, thue peraitting the elderly to atey in their ovn 
boaee vhich they prefer and aave the buge aume being peid for 
nureing hoae care after they are forced out of their ovn bumble 
boaee. 
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RURAlAmERlC 

cominc Of ace 

itr >tAim HOUSE ooNrcnsNCC on aOino 

Social Servtce Delivery ind Outreich/Older Anwrlcans As A Growing N«t<ontl Res; 



yCOHMENDATION , V 

tlon during thl« ptrled of 11.40 to "l?»0 ftr ,.lJoJ •••oil" iSH!" 
th» •xp«n«ion of th« RSVP »a rural » ^ VT " P«rmit 

fund. ?or th. aroul^ bSpJ^Sl'ly't'o":. V/d.V 

••ny public ••rvle* prograa* n«e««.lt*t« th« furth.r •neour«a.m«nt 
of velunt«.rl.a to e.rry on eeuunlty ••rvle. proorM. on "SSSJ?- 
Tl..d b«.l.. ACTION, with an otftnlHtlon .Irwdy l"pi22.! !^S!fd 
^.rti^l: to •■P.nd It. pr...nt prV«t. .nd to i" 

J!'!!-'";*!.'"'* «" r.crult«.nt to •urroundlng rur.l .r... and 
to jcMpt tho«« ptraon* who say apply, end b« provldid with th. 
fund, for .fully e«p«n..tln. Iti Tolu^taar. fVr a.«l V., presided 
by th« with thalr ptraenal .uto«obll.. «o« and In th, murt. 

IMrLCKENTATIONi 

Cengraaa and Fadaral Covarmant. 



ERIC 



122 



118 




RURAl AmERfCA: 



comineopACE 

%m WHTFE MOUU OONFCRCNCe ON AOINQ 

$oc1<T Service DtHvery »nd Outre<Ch/OTder Amerfctns As A Crowing mt1on<1 Resource 



A» our •oeltty !• Afing, it'.Xa •l9o asptrltnclng ethtr profound 
ch«ng«« Affactlng all agta • r««ult of th« ttchnology txplo* . 
•ion and orbanitatlon* and eth«r •pel«t«l ch«ng«« h«v« 

aitraordlnaxy lapllcatlona for •ducttlonal Inatltutlona at all 
prof«««lon«l •••oclatl.ona and •clantlfle •oel«tl««« Xt 
«•«»• likaly that aultlplt ^ograaa vlll b« much mof cowion- 
pl«c« — ind««d ••••ntl«l — In thm laMdl«t« futur«« Th«r«- 
for«» «■ urg« •uc«tlon«l instltutlena at •▼•ry l«v«l mriA •duc«- 
tional organliatlon (•uch but not llalt«d to» th« JbMrlctn 
Council on Bduc«tlon» A««ocl«tlon of Aatrictn Onlv«r«ltl««» 
JUMrican Aaaoclatlon of Coiuunlty and Junior Coll«g««» Matlontl 
Aatociation of Stata Unlv«r«ltl«« and Land Grant Collagaa* and 
tha Antriean Library Aaaoclatln) to flva high priority to tha 
davalopaant and laplaaantatlon of prograaa to aducata and train 
on an on-fiolng baala aanlor adulta» paraonnal aarvlng tha aldar- 
ly» and tha ganaral public* Tbara ahall ba aqual accaaa to all 
aducatlonal proarama by oldar paraona In auch 9V99 aa admla- 
alona» financial aldf couraa eontant and location^ taachlng 
Mthoda and training oppertunltlaa that praaantly aarva to ai- 
cluda or Blnlalta tha partlclpatln of oldar adulta, Xn ordar to 
adjuat for currant aga dlacrlalnatlon^ a algnlflcant parcantaga 
of acholarahip aid ahould ba allocatad to oldar adulta praparlng 
for aacond caraara on tha baala of naad and potantlala* Wa urga 
collagaa» unlvaraltlaa and othar approprlata Inatltutlona to pay 
attantion to tha apaclal aucatlonal naada of apaclflc groupa* 
' auch at» but not Hal tad to, tha rural aldarly, oldar woman* 
athnlc and racial groupa^ and tha handlcappad aldarly* Know- 
ladga about aging ahould ba Includad In taachar praparatlon pro- 
graaa. In curricula for atudtnta at all aga lavtla, and In 
training for any paraonnal who vlll bt dallvarlng aarvlcaa to 
oldar paraona* Xnaaauch aa tha aducK^lon and training of atnlor 
adulta la currantly an adjunct, Irragular and unattbla function, 
tha CoRufilttaa urgta that aducatlon and training for latar Ufa 
ba aatabllahad In tha 19IO*a aa a ragular, fully-fundad and pri- 
ority function of aducatlonal. Inatltutlna* 
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nURAl AmcRlci 

corninc op age 

tm ¥mm housc oonfeivncc on acino 



Soc1<1 and Spirltml WclUieing 

iirCOMHEWDATIONi WUHBgR 

Whtraas th« rural sldarly of th« Q)it«<9 States art a arowlng 
••gmvnt of th« country's population« and 

Hhcrsas tlis eondltion of rurality iaposss special and unique 
lissds and hardships upon those tlderly residents, and 

Whereas tbe tens rural and definition thereof rouln tmclear« and 

Whereas the definition of 'rural* ss currently interpreted under 
the Odder Mericans Act operates to the detriment of the rural 
•IderXy by treating thea under urban standards. 

Therefore, be it resolved that the Older Americans Act and federal 
prograss affecting rural elderly shall define "rural area" as so 
stated in the Kural Development Act of 1973 (PL 93-419), as a 
population density of no aore than 100 persons per square aile, 
and 

further be It resolved that P^tderal fundino formulas shall be 
developed to reflect local conditions of ienior service delivery 
in rural areas. 

UrCOMMENDATION l KUMBER j^M 0 

The Older Jtaericans Act and Federal prograres affecting rural 
elderly shall define *rural area* as so stated in the Aural 
Development Act of 1973 (F.L. 92-419) r • population density of 
no Bore than 100 persons per square ailei and 

rederal funding fonoulas shall be developed to reflect locil 
conditions of senior service delivery in rural areas. 

ZNPZ^CMENTATXONi 

Congressional action 
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1«1 WHlTt MOUSE OONrCRENC£ ON AOlWO 

Social Servtce DtHverY <nd Outroch/Oldgr Americans As A Growing N<t1on<1 Resource 



RiMarch •hould b« mad« en ••rvlc« d«llv«ry to th« tldtrly On th« 
mo9t b«n«flel«l and teonoelc Mthod Includlna th« proec««i euteoiM* 
indlvlaual pr«f«r«nc«f tthnlc and •plrltual v«rl«bl«a« and that 
funding b« approprlattd for r««««reh to ttudy h««lthc«r« not only 
in institution* (bo«pit«l« and nursing hoM«)« but alto a pr«f«r- 
^nc« fivan to raaaarch to cara in privata boMa« both 34 honaa a 
day and vhan utilising adult day activity and baalth, etntara« 
hoM haalth aarvicaa* and boaplea sarvleaa for part of tht day* 
ao Tftlid eoncluaiona say ba raaehad eonoarning tha affaetvvnaaa 
of altarnata aarvieaa. fpacial priority and pracadanca ahould 
ba fivan to Whola l%raon lhalth Cfcra BOdala (apaeif ieally bolia«- 
tic Haalth ainiea (V. of Xll. aurvay 7S/SI), Btalth Xntagration 
mr^if, l%abodyf Ha, boapicatf and boM baalth aanrioaa). 

XHPLCHEKTATXONl 

1. Itiara ahould ba an adviaory eouncil within BUS (IIRS-vida) 
vhich ahould giva advica eoncarning thia raaaarch, with apecial 
ragard to uniqua catagoriaa* rural* aldarly* ainoritiaa* handi* 
capptd and facilitata local voluntaariaa aanior involvamant. 
Thia connlttaa ahould ba eompoaad of Mdtral, Stata, local* 
ralatad agenciaa* haalth profaaaionalSi Individuala and 
advoeataa* 

a. Priority and praoadanca ba firan to raaaareh funding of altar- 
nata eara dalivary aarvicaa* aapacially aa ralataa to vhola 
paraon aedieal aodala. All fund«td atudiaa ahould ba of careful 
aciantific daaign* and aapacially Inclufla aoma that ara atudiaa 
controllad in vhola paraona attdala* ceaparad to tha inatitu- 
tionaliting Bodala* 
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RURAl AmCRlCA: 

commc OP ace 

SocUl Service Dtltver^ md Outrgich/Older Ainericins As A Growing NttloniV Res: 

RgCOHHENDATlONS. NUMBER^ 
Kiiaareh project! i Wh«r««i alaoit em out of five rur«l •Iderl 

r;d"!^."rr:2 ^'"^^•i poverty gulStUm. li 197 

•nd vh«r««i rural riiidtnti poiMii uniquely dlffir«nt h««lt 
••rviet probliiM. condition* and d.livtry ..rviw riquircmentl c 
"'^^T^*' b# it.r..Slvd thtt rt.Vtr7h pro 

?? f'^S!'"!!^ .f"™*/^ ODngriii, and b« it further re 
^lltt •"^ ^•"^^^ Otntiri, ODmmunit 

nttlth tnd fltnttl Health progrtai bt iapltmtnttd teroii thi 
Httion with tt Itttt X/2 of thta b«ing loctttd In Rurtl Artt. 

XnPUnENTATXONi 

fl?^f*" AfV**"^^ b# iapltatntid by tht Ntitontl Imtitutt on Aginc 
•nd thi Itotional Znitituti on Bttlth. Thtii ipteitl rcittrch 
projtcti ■hould be pltetd in triti thtt htvt bttn tttrehcd out t£ 
IIa^^I^I V*i ^^^F*^^ *'^th tht mtiontl Xn.tituteE 

tnd thtt thtir Ittdtrthip trtek rtcord b« ehtcktd out. Oollffoet 
tnd Uhiviriitiii could bt inviUd tt eo-ipontori with both ihtrinq 
m tht tuthority And rtiponiibility of thi projieti. 

KECOMMgNDATIOW i Af^^^m ^^fffJ) 

nttttreh on coaprtlitntivt Servie* Delivtry Syittat for oldtr p«oplt 
tt tht loetl Itvtl bt eonplcttd in tht lflO*t. 

XMPLCHENTATIONt 

An ongoing rttttrch coaaitttt bt ttttblithtd. lieprttentttiv«t 
•hould ineludt ftdtrtl^ ttttt tnd local govtrnaent, til rtltttd 
trtt tgtneitt, organitttiont, individutlt tnd advoetttt. 

•Mbooaaittttt foratd to cov«r uniqut n«tdt of vtriout etttgoriet 
• •g.f rurtl tldtrly^ ninoritieti htndictpptd tnd progrtmt developed 
accordingly. 

Local voluntttriaa^ tenior ptrticipttion tnd tret in*kind bt toli* 
clttd/tneourtg|ed whtrtvtr pottiblt. 

Xnforaation ditttainttion ba natvorktd «n t continuing bttit to 
til eonotrntd. 
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RURfll nmCRlCA: 

cofninc OP ace 

1«1 WHfTt MOUSE OONfcnCNCe ON AOti«a 



Socitl Servtce Dtllverv and Outre«ch/01der Amerlcins As A Growing Ntt1on<1 R#sQurc# 



mgconMrwpATibVS i — .¥^jyL4C^ 

fhftt v«Mftreh !• which •dartMtt th« •tttut. nttdi tna 

eonditiona of tht •Xatrly In Aatriea, InclttSlng •tutJUi which 
adartftai 

. tthnie ■Inorltlti which art iuly i»ilan»ttrt by tht <^dtrftl 
«ovtrnMnt (AMriCAn Ihdlint, JUUn/HcInc Xaltnaftrft, tUckt 

. ^a'^ViSr^Attltiidtft tewAtd th« •Mtrly on tht f«rt of tht 

totftl fopulAtlon 
. tht rural tidtrly 

- tht htndictppta tiatrly 

• inttrgtnt rational houathoXda 

• varioua athnic froup incluaing furo-Awricana 
. ratirtMnt - prt and poat 

«. Itgal sartrieta 

• |ob opportunitita 

- tht poor aiatrly 

. ftt facil&tatta pacho-tharapy 
. •coAoale Mtaa of tht tldarly 

HfCOMWgNDKTIOHS l WHiE K f>7*| 

itoatarch ba itvtloptd to Itaaan tht ispact en eldtr aMricna of 
riticipataa ra^a KJiographic and dtwloptitnt changta both In 
rural and urban araaa. 

»H afcuAv tht aniaut mtda and tftvtlop aptcial profraaa for tach 
?f thlI^Lnowin\7*^hVrural aldtrly. tht racial .inorlty tWarly. 
a|d tht bandleapptd tldarly. 
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SocUl Service Delivery »nd Outrea ch/Older Americans As A Growing National Hcsoureg 



Afl • 'toe priority! iwwuWf m aupport • ttronfftr rta««reb froma 
Ipto tht n90d9 ana •ttltuatt 9peeifie to tht tldtrly living in 
rural «c«99» 

XHPLennfTATXONi 

1. Virough inmtttd fiscal support by tht ;«d«ral» •t«t«» mr^ 
leeal fovtmaantt. 

a* Itirough ineraattd soMtary rainforeaatnt fro« tha privata 
•aetor* 

9. Ilirough »ora eoaprthanaiva and fualifyinf training curricula 
for involvad paraonnal. 

4. Nora affactiva aathoda of aarvieaa dalivariaa to all nt«ay 
•Xdarly. 

5. A vidaapraad dlaaaalnation of raaaarcb findinga at tha local 
laval. 



Ktiolutlon Adopted by Cooimltt«« #3 — Older Aat«rlcant Ai A Continuing Resource 
White House Conference on the Aflns, December 2, ISIl. 

Title V of th« Older Aaerlcani Act, the Senior Connmnlty Service Employment 
Protreta, ehould continue In Iti preient form with Increeied epproprletions 
to peralt More dleedventeftd older workers to pertlclpete. The provision for 
forwerd funding should be r«telned to enable project sponsors to plen their 
activities effectively and efficiently. Title V should not be folded into 
any block grsnt ampleyment projrsm, but should r«»aln e cetegoricel program 
for low.incone persons 55 or older. 
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